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| psychopath, by choice. Countering this position was the difficult

practical experience of Internal Revenue in accomplishing effective
law enforcement. The bureau came to support a curative solution

- for addiction. Under its auspices, forty-four narcotic clinics were

set up for the purpose of assisting gradual withdrawal, or providing
maintenance for addicts’ if necessary. Commissioner' Daniel C.
Roper praised the work of the clinics in his annual report for fiscal

- year 1918-19, but the bureau’s next report, subsequent to the

Supreme Court decisions of 1919, condemned the clinics for “pro-
viding applicants with whatever drugs they required for the satis-
faction of their morbid appetites” and applauded “the wisdom of
the policy being pursued.”™®

The fluctuating support for strict law enforcement, judicial deci-
sions, and the complexity involved in actually reducing narcotic
use help to explain in one sense why the nation’s maintenance
clinics never became more than a transitory experiment which had
largely ended by July 1920. The Public Health Service and the
AMA’s Committee on Habit-Forming Drugs both lauded the clo-
sure of the clinics.8? ‘

In another sense, the bureaucratic differences over narcotic law
enforcement support conclusions in other studies concerned with
the role of bureaucracies and institutions during the Progressive
Era. Whatever its particular characteristics, the Narcotic Division
of the Prohibition Unit of the Treasury Department, established in
December 1919 after the passage of the Volstead Act, can be seen
as representative of the organizational movement for efficient man-
agement. Strict law enforcement therefore need not be seen as
distinct from social reform. In this instance, as institutionalization

~ in a penal rather than a therapeutic or curative facility for what was -

essentially a medical matter (although not universally recognized
as such at the time) became a major organizational objective,
humanitarian social reform lost its remaining importance. At this
juncture, Kolb’s depiction of addicts as psychopaths becomes indis-
tinguishable from the reality of government policy.! Interest-
group administrative liberalism, as Theodore Lowi describes it,
had replaced older, less administratively reliable ways of handling
the socially unacceptable practice of narcotic consumption.82 .

To implement antinarcotic policy, the Congress provided the
Narcotic Division, under the direction of Levi G. Nutt, a budget

for fiscal year 1920 amounting to $515,000, almost twice that of the
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‘:pn'or ye:af. Inc:reasing violations of the Harrison law probably led
to larger budgets for its enforcement. From 1916 to 1919, the
number of known violators ranged from a low of 1,100 in 1917 to a

high of 2,400 in 1919. There were 3,900 known violators in 1920, -
- "an average of 10,300 in 1924-26, and an average just below 9,000 of

for 1927-28. Of the 7,738 persons in federal prison at the end of
the fiscal year 1928, nearly one-third, or 2,529, were imprisoned
for Harrison law offenses. Daniel Roper believed that the drug
problem in the United States was out of control by 1920. Terry and
Pellens concluded that enforcement practices induced higher lev-
els of addiction, drug peddling, and associated criminal activity. Of
America’s addicts, the Special Committee observed, “From infor-
mation in the hands of the Committee, it is concluded that, while
drug addicts may appear to be normal to the casual observer, they
are usually weak in character, and lacking in moral sense.”63

In many ways, the law and the evolving organizational structure
through which it was administéred had made the addict population
of the United States into a social class not unlike that of Latin

America, associated with extralegal, antisocial behavior. Official

tolerance for drugs and related activity differed greatly. Moreover,
the depiction of addicts in the United States as a coherent social
class, useful for administrative purposes, did- not reflect actual
racial or socioeconomic conditions. There existed no distinct drug
culture, no unified group similar to the Andean coqueros, the
participants in rescates, or the rural poor, often Indians, who for
generations had worked the land for the benefit of others.

It was within the context of its emerging federal antinarcotic
activity that the United States encouraged Latin American partici-
pation in the larger, international campaign against narcotics. And
it is from the perspective of the aspirations of officials in Washing-
ton juxtaposed with the vastly different cultural history of Latin
America that the success or failure of the narcotic foreign policy of
the United States should be assessed. , 4 .

No Latin American country attended the Hague.conference of

. 1911-12. At that meeting it became evident that the campaign
against illicit drug traffic needed Latin American support to be

effective. This was especially true in the case of Peru, the world’s
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Culture and Bureaucracy 21
le'ad.ing‘coéa leaf exporter. The government of the Netherlands,
charged with obtaining signatures to the convention by the nonre-

- presented states, asked the United States for assistance.8¢ Hamil- --

ton Wright composed a detailed memorandum for United States
representatives in Latin America which outlined thé brief history
of the international antinarcotic campaign and requested countries
there to sign the supplementary protocol. Wright's letter pointed
out that the conferees at The Hague realized the importance of

Peruvian and Bolivian acceptance of the convention and concluded ™~ -

their business only after agreeing that “the signature of the Con-
vention by Latin AmeTican states was essential if the Convention
was to become effective.”65 : -

The generally favorable response from Latin America pleased
State Department officials, but Peru and Bolivia withheld adher-
ence. Bolivia objected to the linking of coca with opium in the
convention and was reluctant to take any action threatening its coca
industry. By the end of 1912, though, all Latin American countries
except Peru indicated a willingness to sign the Hague Convention
if they had not yet done so. Peru was undecided because of
revenue derived from the coca trade and because of limited in-
volvement in opium traffic, primarily within the Chinese popula-
tion in Peru.66

In deliberations during the second conference at The Hague in
July 1913, Great Britain and Germany reiterated an earlier concern
that the 1912 convention would be worthless regarding cocaine
unless Peru signed. Peruvian reluctance was delaying ratification
by several important narcotic manufacturing states. Before the
conference adjourned, Peru promised to sign the convention, but
the promise was made only after urgent appeals by the United
States. - :

The delay in depositing ratifications led to the convening of a
third conference. The start was postponed from May until mid-
June 1914 because officials in Washington were seeking Mexico’s
support at the meeting and hoped the delay might serve to lessen
tension that arose between the two countries over the United

States occupation of Veracruz earlier that year. With war on the -

bhorizon in Europe, the conference took place. By its final session-
forty-four of forty-six nations had signed or pledged to sign the
Hague Convention. Eleven countries had completed ratification,
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including Venezuela, Guatemala, and Honduras as well as the
United States.®? Although adherence to the convention was grad-
ual, it provided a basis for subsequent international antinarcotic
W aeactivity . L Ll L el e e e
' ‘e " Through 1920 in Peru and Bolivia, adherence to the convention

did not signify its implementation. Both nations refused to jeopard-
_ ize their lucrative coca leaf operations.®8 Only Mexico, of the Latin-
American countries crucial for control, tried in any way to restrict ._
drug-related activity. Early in 1916 the de facto government pro-
hibit(fed opium importation. The following year President Venus-
‘tiano Carranza sought to outlaw opium transactions in Baja
‘ California, but his own lack of control and the alleged complicity of
; the governor there in the trade (as discussed in chapter 2) nullified ’
. Carranza’s efforts.6® , 2:f
These episodes presaged future difficulties that would impede 8 1
antidrug activity throughout Latin America and cause concern in FA
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x the United States. The overriding fear in Washington, then as Influences

B - later, was that illicit drugs produced in Latin America or shipped hemisphere
there from Europe or Asia would find their way to the United lems remai

" States. Compounding the matter, few Latin American states admit- sired by o

; ted the existence of a drug problem within their borders. With a especially .

! rise in smuggling as a probable consequence of greater actions emerged to

‘ against drugs, concern in Washington over inadequate controls in nevertheles

’ Latin America was no doubt warranted. The legal-organizational participatec
process leading to the formation of a strict drug control program United Stat

S seems clear; just as apparent, conversely, is the cultural and eco- ence intern
C . nomic background of Latin American inattention to controls in the mitment at .
-' - early 1900s. The incongruity between the two would be further chimerical.
D revealed as the United States continued to press for more efféctive ence in Ge
sl ‘ international controls on drug traffic. : internation:
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The Road to Ceneva 35

East, while the second would deal with the limitation of manufac-
tured narcotics and their derivatives, and the restriction to legiti-
mate needs of raw materials produced for export. In formulatinga
program of that nature, the League virtually assured United States
participation ini the latter conference, as we shall presently see:

Latin American participation in the international movement fol-

lowed an uncertain course as well in the early 1920s. Explanation -. .

of this uncertainty can be found in the nature of the directives
issuing from Geneva andin the unsettled domestic conditions then
prevalent. In the first place the Opium Advisory Committee had
unintentionally erred in transmitting questionnaires regarding cul-
tivation, production, and manufacture only in French and English,
the two official languages of the League. Replies reached Geneva

‘belatedly, if at all. The use of Spanish, a goodwill gesture to

countries largely unconcerned about drug control, might have
improved the situation. The lack of substantive data in responses
further underlined the differences in attitudes. Annual reports for
1921 came only from Chile, Cuba, Guatemala, and Venezuela;
Bolivia sent a partial report.45 The import-export certificate system
received even less attention. By the fifth session of the OAC only
Mexico, not a member of the League, and Panama were experi-
menting with the system; several other countries were considering
doing so. As late as August 1925 only Cuba, Guatemala, and Haiti
joined Mexico and Panama in using the certificates. Peru once
contemplated adoption, but decided against doing s0.4¢ In short,
the administrative directives .of the League had little impact in .
Latin America.

Even more important, domestic condltlons worked against the
adoption of controls. Mexico, for example, was burdened with
border difficulties and an increase in drug use by its own populace.
Border conditions in the 1920s had not changed appreciably since
the end of the revolutionary decade.4” Chihuahua, Sonora (one of
the states most dramatically affected by the Revolution), and Baja
California Norte continued to meet American demands for narcot- -

ics and other illicit pleasures. The situation in Baja stood as a .
dubious legacy of the governorship of Esteban Canti, 1915-20.48
While in office Canti virtually set up an autonomous regime de-
spite Carranza’s efforts to the contrary. He cemented his hold on
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- power, untll forced out of office, by llcensmg gamblmg, prostltu-"

tion, and other vices illegal across the border. Narcotics, too, were

readily available. Not surprisingly, numerous Americans, including -

some business interests in the West, preferred Canti’s control of

- Baja and the enjoyments found in Tijuana to the more restri¢tive; -

anti-American leadershlp of Venustxano Carranza in Mexico City.4®

As in Tijuana, so, too, in Cxudad ]uarez To some observers the

notoriety achleved there was truly appalling. -United States Consul
John W. Dye remarked that “Judrez is the most immoral, degen-. -

erate, and utterly wicked plage I have ever seen or heard of in my
travels. Murder and robbery are everyday occurrences and gam-
bling, dope selling and using, drinking to excess and sexual vices
are continuous. It is a Mecca for criminals and degenerates from
both sides of the border.” Said an American evangelist: “I would
rather shoot my son and throw his body in the river than have him
spend an hour in the raging inferno of Judrez.”*® Conditions in
Juérez, exacerbated by continuing economic dependency upon El
Paso and by the imposition in Texas of prohibition in 1918, sparked
the inflammatory comments.

. The sentiments of Dye and the evangelist should not be v1ewed
in isolation, but need to be seen in the context of the border’s
history since the Mexican War. In brief, a predisposition to illegal
activity, including smuggling, emerged along the border soon after
the war. Border areas are often regions of great opportunity. This
potential took concrete form from the 1850s to the 1890s with the
establishment on the Mexican side of a free zone for trade. Within _

of living were generally higher than in the interior, a result of
considerable trade with the United States. Both this American
orientation and discrimination in favor of the Zona ultimately
aroused such strong domestic opposition that the Diaz government
abolished the free zone. The resultant economic dislocation at Paso
del Norte, the area encompassing Ciudad Juirez and El Paso, was
particularly felt in the agricultural sector of the economy. To com-
pensate for the socioeconomic travail of recession, Judrez turned to.
the tourist trade—a way of life even more dependent on the Umted
States than existed with the Zona Libre.5! .
Tourism, of course, serves many masters; and tourism ﬂounshed

during reform times 1n__t}1e United States, nq_tably during the eraof _ _‘?
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prohibition. “The rampant vice that' Dye ‘and others decried re- >~ °
sulted largely from a demand being created on the United States
side of the border, the fulfillment of which had been forced to the

. Mexican side by Social and legal proscription. Illegal activity was ~
reciprocal. During the revolutionary decade, as Judrez was acquir- ... .
ing its dissolute reputation, Americans were carrying on an illicit
arms trade with: various revolutionary factions in Mexico.52 Al-
though Mexican needs from the contraband trade subsided as
revolutionary violence abated, American demands—including ac-__
cess to marcotics—on the illegal border economy continued. = .~

¢ Compounding difficulties at the border for Mexico were domes-

beard of in my o5 tic drug problems that President Alvaro Obregén and other federal

nces and gam- . g  officials could not readily bring under control. In F. ebruary 1923

id sexual vices . the governor of Yucatén, Felipe Carillo Puerto, issued a decree

jenerates from prohibiting trade in opiates, cocaine, and marijuana.5® Shortly

elist: “T would thereafter, the Mexico City newspaper Excélsior called attention to

than have hifn the domestic use of narcotics. Demanding corrective action against ks

Conditions in alleged drug-induced violence by young Mexicans, the paper re- '
dency upon El o ported growing national concern about the spread of addiction.

1918, sparked . oy Excélsior charged that perhaps 90 percent of the addicts acquired

| ] o their habit while in the nation’s hospitals and sanitariums.5¢ The

not be vnewe'd ol paper’s campaign against narcotics elicited government response

f the border’s o | when in July Obregén prohibited by decree the importation of

sition to illegal narcotics except for legitimate needs.5® The high incidence of

rder soon after smuggling and residual corruption of officials probably nullified the
ortunity. This (RO | decree at the moment of its promulgation.
1890s with the B The geographical and ideological configuration of forces during

‘trade. Within .+ | . the Mexican Revolution restricted Obregén’s authority as presi-_

vity, standards 5} dent.58 Moreover, internal conditions reduced the likelihood of

or, a result of & effective drug controls. That is to say, the Revolution put forth the
this American intoxicating promise of democracy and socioeconomic change, as
na ultimately expressed in expanded political participation and agrarian reform.
1z government While such goals necessarily raise the level of expectation and
>cation at Paso aspirations of people in a revolutionary situation, fulfillment isa

1 El Paso, was dismayingly more gradual process. As a result, established patterns

1omy. To com- of drug-related behavior persist even as changes occur. - - ==~

drez turned to _ . Although ‘Mexico’s revolutionary " tribulations “have been fre- """
on the United _ quently chronicled and analyzed, it seems worthwhile to recount

. ] . ! them briefly, as indirect, though substantial, support for the pres-

1sm ﬂt(})xuns}le(} 14 ent interpretation. The Mexican Revolution did not appreciably
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alter at once the life-style of many Mexicans. Atlength, an enlarged .
middle class took shape, but only as part of a larger political
structure wherein persisted from times past patterns of marginality,
internal colonialism, and a dlstmctly plural society. Access to effec- _.
tive political participation was therefore not easy, and many groups,

* especially rural ones, whether native or mestizo, remained for a

long time in virtual isolation from national political activity.5” Few’

‘previously marginal groups became organized well enough to de-

mand effective participation or to insure that the nation responded

--—-—y&._
e

- to their political concerns.58——:sn—n - —

In the place of democracy, then Mexico has expenenced a
modern continuatiori of essentially caudillo-dominated rule, even
if a particular president’s hold on power was brief or uncertain—as
was the case until the time of Lizaro Cirdenas.5? In effect, one
ruling elite replaced another. However diminished actual demo-
cratic opportunity and practice have been, there has simultane-
ously existed a high degree of aspirational politics—at least until
recently. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that the Revolution
redistributed and broadened the base of power, gradually enlarging
the size and enhancing the power of the middle sector. To argue
additionally that this process guaranteed a cohesive nationalism, as
has been done,8° seems to claim too much in view of our knowl-
edge of those who do not share in the process.

A look at early attempts at agrarian reform further brings into
question the extent of the benefits of the Revolution. As with
democracy, it has been difficult to transform the promise of change
into reality. It is possible, in fact, to question the putative national
commitment to reform.®! Specifically, the revolutionizing effect of

the gjido on land reform is less than its proponents have claimed. — -—-u‘--

Practical limitations of the ejido were evident even with the inclu-
sion of Article 27 in the Querétaro Constitution of 1917.62 The
need for change was great, however. Around 1920 perhaps 70
percent of the labor force was engaged in agriculture, and an
equally high percentage of the population lived in rural communi-
ties. (It is probable that 90 percent of the rural families owned no
land on the eve of the Revolution.) In ten years the rural population
of Sonora had increased by nearly 45 percent,®® while Mexico’s _

total populatlon had declined—as had agncultural productlon Sig-.

nificant change in the form of actual agrarian reform would not
alter these conditions- until after 1930.8¢
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The extent of social and economic deprivation in Mexico, for.
which agrarian reform was intended to be a major panacea; can be
depicted with some precision. There was much to be done after
the Revolution; life meant little more for many Mexicans than a: -
culture of poverty. Drawn even in the broadest strokes, gradual -
.change is evident when differences between ‘1910 and 1930:are " ",
charted. Education at the primary level chipped away at the solid
block of illiteracy. So, too, were slight improvements noticeable in
income distribution and the general level of poverty.®5 Although
statistics on unemployment, .or more accurately -underemploy----- - -
ment, dre meaningless in the modern sense, its pervasiveness can
be appreciated when seeti in the context of Mexico’s traditional,
persistent agricultural-village economy.$8 at '

If the foregoing suggests that the Mexican Revolution, however
factional and regional it may have been, experienced an early
Thermidorean or reactionary phase, that conclusion should not
obscure the essential complexity of the revolutionary process and
the richness of its ultimate achievements. The Revolution brought
Mexico economic growth, industrialization, and prepared the way
for modernit&. There continued at the same time, nevertheless, a
concentration of wealth, but with a broader social base than prior
to 1910. Instead of having a leveling effect, however, subsequent
economic growth and urbanization, while expanding the middle
class, sustained discernible class distinctions. There emerged at
length what Peter H. Smith has termed “a stable, authoritarian
regime.”8? Limited political participation, social differentiation,
and economic privilege for the few still characterize Mexican soci-
ety long after the Revolution.

On the surface the preceding analysis does little to alter the . — .- - . -

traditional view of the rural Mexican, or campesino, a characteri-
zation that finds the campesino to be scarcely more than a helpless,
oppressed peon.®® At issue is not whether the Revolution suc-
ceeded in changing the status of the campesino, for it inevitably
did to some degree, but rather how campesinos may have acted
during the Porfiriato to gain a measure of control over their own
lives—so that we may revise our understanding of their role within
society. - T . T T e
- The enmerging picture suggests'a life-style of mutual adjustment .
and accommodation, especially in terms of service and the level of
wages, in contrast to one of unbridled exploitation. Not that land-
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owner control suddenly became undesirable; rather, labor short- _ the Vi

ages,: particularly in the center and north of Mexico, changed the : "%} tween

forms of control latifundistas endeavored to employ. Before the ¥} of that
Revolution the transition of the campesino out of peonage re- ficially

~- - 'mained sadly incomplete. It was not unusual therefore to find him Villa’s
out of work, dispossessed .of the land he had worked for another’s. 1 © - raid ¢

" advantage. In the course of modernization of the work of the . trouble
agricultural laborer to a form over which he exerted some control, - - and ec.

a clash of values resulted—the impact of which ironically threat- ., f clear a

ened the survival of his cultural heritage. The demands of an e I - hadto

1

. 0
~EB]

-4

~ 7, increasingly market-oriented economy no doubt disrupted natural Nun
agricultural rhythms, often alienating the campesino from wage thoritic
labor even when it was available. 69 . - . ent, on

The scarcity of work, alienation, the threat of cultural change, Yuma, .

- SR and the promises of revolutionary caudillos combined to bring

R
RIRE ik id

tian Te:

i peones actively to the Revolution. In the south this meant joining adry z;
T with Zapata in a radical quest for land reform, consecrated, as it petitio;
- were, in the Plan de Ayala. For the Zapatistas, the Revolution was ics, thel
agrarian-based and political in nature, advancing a more coherent alent a
ideological position than evident elsewhere. The northern support- situatic

. ers of the revolt against Victoriano Huerta, led by Carranza and cernibl
o Pancho Villa, were far less unified. Villa's revolt, described by John & barely |
R . Womack, Jr., as “more a force of nature than of politics,” com- ? preseny
o manded the allegiance of a diverse group of followers: dispossessed # At tk
campesinos, cowboys, railroad workers, bandits, Yaqui Indians, : tively ¢
and others. This congeries of social misfits and the downtrodden 1 the Quu
gave little organized support to the nationwide uprising. An effort . stand tl
, to join with Zapata in opposition to Carranza and the Sonorans ¥ 4 Peruviz
v failed markedly.? L o h use couy

. — What the Villistas brought about, however, was their own brand % largely
of chaos in Chihuahua and parts of Sonora (for which they con- 3% succeec:
a tended and lost)—a social anarchy whose impact was felt even after . ites, it
; the revolutionary decade ended. Yet the Villistas could not ordain w This
) chaos in the north on their own. Social upheaval was generously 3 ! Peru d-
i abetted by economic dislocation, the result jointly of internal civil - lasting .
: sstrife and international conflict. Nor were the actions of the Villistas A “dictatol
no as directionless as has been generally assumed, despite their being M _ ofdemc
W i. . - _. .  declared “outside the Jaw.”-One of the principal examples of their "~} i an expa
e - alleged anarchy, the raid on Columbus, New Mexico, on March 9, ! class du
ETE 1916, may actually have been a rational if erroneous response by national
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the Villistas to the relationship their leader believed existed be-

tween ‘Carranza and the Wilson administration.”™ A minor aspect

of that episode, but important for. our purposes, and which super-

ficially lends credence to the charges of anarchy, discloses that | «
Villa’s men probably smoked marijuana to steel themselves for the | i

raid on Columbus.”? Marginal men’ and, marijuana, border~ -

" troubles and d}ugs:“whéther in the context of revolution, social -

and economic dislocation, or simply vice, the association was
clear and the message direct. Domestic and international controls
had to be made more effective. S
Numerous incidents occurred in the early 1920s providing au-
thorities ample opportunity-to reiterate these sentiments. At pres-
ent, one éxample will serve to make the larger point. Citizens from
‘Yuma, Arizona, acting in conjunction with the local Women’s Chris-
tian Temperance Union, petitioned the State Department to set up
a dry zone along the'border with Mexico. The practical effect, the
petitioners argued, would be to halt the flow of liquor and narcot-

ics, thereby containing the “unbridled vice and debauchery” prev- e

alent along thie border.” Attempts at control of this and similar
situations met with scant success. Drugs continued to play a dis-
cernible if veiled role in Mexican society. The Revolution had
barely touched the foreign and domestic preconditions for their
presence. .

At the same time, the situation in Peru presented a compara-
tively clear picture, bound as it was to the observable culture of
the Quechua and Aymara Indians. It is simpler therefore to under-
stand the context in which drugs helped to shape the contours of
Peruvian society. Primary, of course, was the presence of coca. Its
use could not be eliminated, and scarcely reduced. Army officers,
largely from the middle class, considered it an achievement if they
succeeded in denying Indian conscripts their quid of coca. Urban-
ites, it seems, smoked tobacco.?4 o

This type of incident reveals much of the place of the Indian in
Peru during el oncenio, the dictatorship of Augusto B. Leguia
lasting from 1919 to 1930. Legufa, who disingenuously held that
“dictatorship is more popular than anarchy,” imperiled the fortunes
of democracy in Peru until his ouster. The fortunate coincidence of

an expanding, supportive middle class and the impetus given'that —— =

class during the First World War to participate more actively in
national political life assisted Leguia’s rise to power in 1919. The
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approach to drug control. In 1923 the government issued a number
of decrees establishing a partial state monopoly over the commerce
‘ ~ indrugs. By placing restrictions on imports of opium and cocaine,
. the government intended to limit usage to legitimate medical
b : purposes.?3 Concern, however, about drugs .as a serious social 7
I - problem only arose five years later. The case of Uruguay raises an -
D . . important question with broad implications. If within a short pe-
. " riod of time the nation changed from giving casual attention to
3 drugs (the 1923 laws) to acute concern over their prevalence and
b misuse (the warnings of the National Health Council), how serious
i . must the situation have been when drugs first received legislative .
o response? As one official later put it, drug usage in 1923 had §
U '~ “acquired the proportions of an actual plague.”24 If this were true .
: ’ oo ' in ‘I?Iruguay, what were actual conditions elsewhere in Latin Amer-
R _ ica : -
C : Insufficient information leaves that question largely unanswered.
o Such is not quite the case with Mexico, however. The government
o there had equated increased drug usage with social problems since
the early years of the decade, as the executive decrees of 1923 and
. 1925 attest. Their promulgation had no discernible effect on a
M worsening situation. Marijuana continued to grow wild throughout
ST the country and opium poppy cultivation flourished especially in
A northern states. The poppies were frequently processed into mor-
. phine and heroin. This indigenous crop, along with opiates smug-

innumerable others in the United States. In a further attempt to

control the situation, President Calles signed a decree late in 1927

' banning the export of heroin and marijuana.?® Two years later a
L revised penal code enumerated strict penalties for those persons
L found guilty of illegally growing or manufacturing drugs.26 - -
— SRR ~ Success in the Mexican effort depended, of course, upon effec- @

R FEpT o
IA-RDP98-01 394R0002990001-8

gled into Mexico from abroad, served both domestic addicts and  »‘ I

tive enforcement of the decrees. As before, congruence between
intent and actual procedure seemed coincidental. For instance, |
Henry Damm, the United States consul at Nogales, reported the _ '8
growing of large quantities of opium poppies in the region, yet | &
Damm had no indication that local authorities were trying to halt l “
cultivation. Similar reports reached the State Department from
, . other consular districts in northern Mexico.2? . . . . :
W :.. ...~.  Revelations similar to Damm’s came also from -Mexicali where -
o Consul Frank Bohr learned of the existence of a lucrative, wide-
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spread commerce in opium. Bohr managed to arrange a visit to an

opium den run by Chinese nationals. There the consul found

Mexicans and Chinese as well as black and white citizens of the S e

United States. Inside the den many varieties of narcotics were I

available for sale and consumption on the premises; a special room - _ 3

was set aside for the smoking of opium. Upon Bohr’s arrival the o

Chinese operators. expressed suspicion about his presence, but ’

Bohi's contact secured entry by buying a small amount of cocaine. o

The consul's report does not reveal whether he partook of the T

drug.8 This incident underlines the difficulty inherent in druglaw - e

enforcement for Mexican officials. ... ... __. - : A
In addition to internal narcotic problems Mexncan authorltles | 858

had to cope with the ubiqutfous matter of smuggling. At Judrez and ‘ \

Nuevo Laredo, officials rarely confiscated more than a small per- | < | 2

centage of the quantity of drugs adiittedly_crossing_the border.

Conditions in the Matamoros—Brownsvﬂle area resulted in a con- \ o

sular request for -a specnal agent to investigate the illicit traffic . 1§

there.?® The poor record of interception stemmed not_only.from™ | R

Mexico’s lmnd funds to patrol the border properly, but - o ST

also from the absence of any cooperatlve antismuggling effort with ;

the Uniited States. 30 i |
- Despite the difficulties they faced upper echelon leaders in

Mexico seemingly possessed antidrug sentiments similar to those

held in the United States. Neither side working alone, however,

could achieve the results each desired. Yet the idea of a common

effort had been considered earlier and abandoned, but for reasons

not strictly pertammg to drug control. The plan for cooperation

evolved from the previously mentioned request in 1924 by a group

of citizens in Yuma, Arizona for a dry zone along the border.3!

Recognizing the unilateral nature of the dry zone proposal, State .. .

Department officials instead issued an invitation to Mexico to join

in a conference to create channels for improving information ex-

change on illegal drug activity. All border consuls were instructed

to attend the meeting in El Paso scheduled for May 1925.32 Against

a backdrop that portended further smugglmg at Ciudad Judrez and

depicted Ensenada in Baja California as “an entrepét of some AR

[considérable] quantity of narcotics,”33 the two sides quickly B

reached an agreement. Both pledged regular exchange of informa- 1

tion on known smugglers and their activities. The pact took effect

in March 1926.3¢"
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~ The treaty was not an open-ended one, so as the conclusion of “ ]
“the initial year of ‘its opération approached, the United States’ .

notified Mexico of its intention to terminate the agreement. The e
decision resulted from an assessment by State Department officials T
" of political and economic corditions within Mexico. Secretary of ™
State Frank Kellogg explained the.decision. in a conversation with, -
the British Ambassador Sir Esmé Howard. Painting a picture of
chaos and imminent disintegration of Mexican society, the secre-

tary described a situation in which business activity was slowing
'down and revenues decreasing. Kellogg feared that opposition to
Calles by “radical Communists” would prevent any corrective ac-
tion. “Mexico,X he-told Howard, “[is] evidently on the brink of
fimancial collapse.”™s . ‘ :

-In a postscript to the termination of the treaty, Consul Jon Dye
in Judrez reacted to its lapse indifferently. He felt that the Mexican
government had not seriously endeavored to enforce the accord.36

True, the task of transforming commitment into effective action ’

 as a social probiem was demonstrated more, by those few govern-

often failed, producing understandable exasperation on the part of
officials who were reminded daily of the large quantity of drugs '
moving northward. In April 1931, when a special Mexican agent . . -]
arrived in the Judrez-El Paso area to assist the consul there,
William Blocker remarked that “the arrival of the narcotic X
agent . . . would indicate that the Mexican Government has at last
decided to clean up the drug traffic on this section of the border.”37

The vicissitudes associated with drug control activity throughout
Latin America in the latter half of the 1920s prevented the United
States from discrediting the work of the League of Nations at the
1928 Havana Conference. The emerging definition_of drug usage

ments which acted, through acceptance of the 1925 Geneva Con- .
‘vention than by sole adherence to the 1912 Hague agreement, as ' -
the United States desired. By the start of the meeting in Havana, |
Latin' American nations including Brazil, Chile, Nicaragua, Uru- =

guay, and Bolivia with reservations, had signed the Final Act of the ’ A

1925 convention; others were reportedly about to sign. These
ratifications, plus those from outside the Western ‘Hemisphere, .- -
guaranteed adoption of the convention. The.action-of-the-United =
States at_Havana_only_added.to-its..isolation.from. international:| -
antinarcotic activity. That is, the refusal of the United States. to
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dlsavow fully the .ri M intervention_doubtlessly_limited: the
figness of Latin Americans to follow_the lead of the United
Wln othier matters, including narcotics. 38
“Despite her support for the position of the State Department
Mrs; Wright knew that American policy was ‘inherently counter-

productlve to effective drug control. In January 1928 during one of

her frequent discussions with Nelson Johnson, she suggested that
some way should be found to have the 1925 convention made more
acceptable. She offered few specific proposals except the vain hope

that other nations might be willing to accept an amendment to the ™

convention so it would not be adopted in its present form. Johnson
told Mrs. Wright that Porter and the Division of Far Eastern
Affairs were studying the situation to determine what could be
done.3? Caldwell and other officials realized that she was right in
calling for a reassessment of policy. Johnson, though, remained
skeptical; he saw no feasible way to revise Washington’s policy
toward the League. But Mrs. Wright interposed her ideas once
again. In March she urged the secretary of state to formulate a
policy reasserting United States leadership in the antinarcotic
movement. This meant convening a new conference.4?

Caldwell reversed his prior isolationist stance and supported the
idea. He wanted the United States to ask for a conference, possibly
for 1929, and then approach it with greater flexibility than had
been the case in 1924-25. Johnson was not persuaded of the idea’s
merit. “So far as I know,” he told Caldwell, “we have no program
other than that which our delegation offered at Geneva in 1925,
which was rejected and would be rejected again by the powers.™*

_ That assessment seemed accurate, since, by_its insistence on a

program of limitation at_the source, the Umtedjtates4t-rongly '

dl”c‘&i?é'ﬁ'éa con51derat10n of any other drug control scheme, in-
cluding” manufacturmg restrictions. American rigidity thus ob-
scired the cultural, financial, and political difficulties some
countries had in accepting Washington’s program wholesale.42
Renewed cooperation with the League was essential for effective
drug control. If nothing else, the OAC provided an available forum
in which pressure, however limited, could be brought to bear on

producing and manufacturing nations. Such pressure might not .. .

have had sufficient influence if exerted through bilateral diplomatic
channels. To United States officials this must have seemed espe-
cially true concerning Latin America by 1928. At the time of the
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active support, enlarged the list of narcotics that might become
subject to manufacturing limitations at the May conference.?? In

his instructions to the delegation Stimson told Caldwell and the
other members (including Anslinger) not to oppose a convention
“which would be acceptable to other governments and unaccepta-

is addicted to drugs,” Porter remarked several months before his in the
death, “is sick. He or she is the victim of a disease and should be a wol
placed where treatment can be given. You can’t cure a sick person - exist(
"= —- - by sending that person to jail."?® That sentiment seemed to be : sy BN Ar
I, anathema to the commissioner of narcotics in 1930 as hlS actions " - role i
- in office would soon reveal. . : T mant
1 who
R Flexibility rather than rigidity marked the relationship of the ment
D United States with the international drug control movement at that -~ a dir.
7 i "7 " time. During its January 1931 session the OAC, with Caldwell’s remi
o

ble to the United States . . ., provided it would seem likely to
accomplish the desired restriction of manufacture.” The secretary - This
of state hoped that the United States would be able to accept any =" supg
convention agreed upon.?8 b have
Prior to the opening of the Conference for the Limitation of the e abou
Manufacture of Narcotic Drugs, Stimson also encouraged Latin -+ In
American participation at Geneva. Some hesitancy about commit- dent
ting themselves wholeheartedly to League-directed antinarcotic o Cald
activity still existed, but over half the countries there sent repre- L have
sentatives to the conference.” In attendance were Argentina, Bo- T Ansl
livia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, = * of ar
Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, and Ven- subr
ezuela. Physical presence in Geneva did not ensure active partici- .- Nexi
T T 7T pation in the deliberations.” Mexico, for instance, assisted in -3 ] cotic
administrative procedures, but contributed little to the substantive i, _ the :
discussions. This reluctance may seem anomalous . when.compared exce
' with her continuing domestic problem with drugs. Yet as Martinez pose
de Alva explained for his government: “There [is] no problem of of re
narcotic drugs in Mexico. Mexico produce[s] no raw material, B
[does] not manufacture narcotic drugs, {does] not export them and . sive
[does] not even consume them except for legitimate require- | -* "+ Agr
- - ——=="  ments.”® Under Mexican law the activities mentioned were illegal- “stric
SRR unless carried out under strict government supervision. The state- of e:
ment of the Mexican representative, otherwise disingenuous, be- vent
comes exphcable 1f 1t is remembered that Mexloo still immersed supj

e, [N AR it —— e
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* . ~ B,
. ‘ . . *
onths before his " in the spirit of its revolution, was participating for the first time in t
;e and should be a world narcotic conference and probably did not want to admit the 3

are a sick person”

it seemed to be

0, as his actions
A

existence of any blemishes on its antinarcotic record.

- Argentina, the only other Latin American nation to play a vocal
role in the conference, naively became involved in the debate over
manufacturing limitations. Its representative, Fernando Perez,
who had no constructive proposals to present, dismissed the argu- |
ment that overproduction and excessive consumption of drugs had /.

—adirect relationship. Perez told the assembled delegates in terms
reminiscent of those heard years earlier in the United States:

TN

ORIy

lationship of the, _
novement at that
-with Caldwell’s
t might become
conference.?? In
;aldwell and the
)Ise a convention
s and unaccepta-
d seem likely to
.” The secretary
le to accept any

The spread of drug addiction and the development of the
illicit drug traffic are not the effect of over-production, but are
due to the moral perversion of the drug addicts and of the
unscrupulous traffickers who supply them with material for
their vicious practices. .

This assessment of the motives behmd drug usage led Argentina to
support a proposal of the Soviet Union which, if adopted, would
have expanded the scope of the conference to include a discussion
about whether to place limits upon raw material cultivation.8!

In more contentious times the United States would have ar-

_imitation of the
icouraged Latin

y about commit- & dently supported a similar drug control plan. To the credit of
ted antinarcotic 8 Caldwell and his superiors, the United States delegation did not
here sent repre- E: ] have to labor under such restrictions in 1931. Instead Caldwell and
> Argentina, Bo- ‘- Anslmger backed a Franco-Japanese proposal-based-on the concept
nican Republic, p of an open and competitive market..First, each government would [
uguay, and Ven- .__ | - submit to a central office_annual.estimates.of. legitimate_: needs |
e active partici- 3 Next, internal regulations would limit the supply of available nar- | z
ce, assisted in i cotics to those requirements. Finally, the central office would have
) the substantive ;0 the authority to regulate narcotic traffic as-a means of restnctmg‘
when compared éxcessive exportation.®2 If this plan had been adopted as com- :
Yet as Martinez ¢ i posed,; it would have ultlmately resulted in limiting the production, }< /
| no problem of S of raw narcotic material. T ‘
O raw material, 38 " Because of objections, especially Germany’s, to so comprehen-
>xport them and Sl sive a plan, the scheme could not be adopted without modification.
timate require- r Agreement in principle was reached, however, on the need for
ned were illegal 3N strict supervision of the quantity of raw materials in the possession

sion. The state- 3 ‘ of each manufacturer. Accordingly, one provision of.the_ 1931 con-

ingenuous, be- vention_was_intended .to,.prevent~the-accumulation..of excessive
, still immersed 1[ supply. Going beyond the 1925 convention, the new one made the
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estimates of legitimate narcotic requirements binding on the nation T—:: drug contrc
_ submitting them. The Permanent Central Opium Board would try __ 5 "3* had existed
1 i ~..__. . tocurtail violations of the agreement by exercise of its supervisory -4z} particularly-
hi o and administrative duties. The' PCOB also received the authority - ‘:}E‘J ceive drug
* - toplace embargoes on countries exceedirig their import and export” - :;;', tered existi:-
estimates. In sum, the manufacturing limitation conference sought = g Uruguay er
to bring under control “by-the-League commerce in the chief ads drug comm
. “preparations of the opium poppy and the coca leaf, 83 ' ,u;% : ineffective.
- ﬁ‘]?q'ﬁk"df the conference pleased the United States' govern=""": 7% 3 - scale financ
" ment. If the convention did not exactly duplicate Washington’s "‘{‘;“*"‘ major obst’
- position, it at least embodied many of the ideas Caldwell and his 5% throughout
associates found crucial to effective control. Caldwell therefore trols. Neve
signed the convention and protocol of signature on July 18. He recognition -
refrained from signing the final act only because the United States controls, a
did not belong to the League. Other signatories included the major been able t
manufacturing countries—Germany, Great Britain, Japan, the state there
Netherlands, and Switzerland.8¢ Among the Latin American states, ence over t
Bolivia, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Guatemala, Mexico, Panama, the logical (|
Paraguay, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Argentina ad referendum control, wh
signed the convention. Nicaragua, a nonparticipant, deposited the bureaucrac .
first ratification with the League, followed closely by the United vided the ¢|
® policy chan

for the convention.to.take.effect.on-July.9,.1933.8%

The presence of the United States and numerous Latin American
countries at Geneva in 1931 and the convention drafted during the
conference underscored the changes which had transpired since
1925 in the attitudes of the American republics toward interna-

States in April 1932. Enough nations deposited their ratifications l

administering domestic policy with the creation of the Federal
Bureau of Narcotics. As of 1930 Congress possessed less authority
than before to formulate policy. Henceforth legislative action would
reinforce rather than define the antidrug efforts_of the_executive
branch. By formally participating in the activities of the OAC, the
Department of State reduced congressional influence over narcotic
foreign policy as well. The results of the 1931 Geneva conference
__seemed to demonstrate both the_efficacy of shared power within ___
the executive branch and the return of the United States to lead- -
ership in the international movement. Disputes with Congress
over the nature of policy could only undermine that position.
Simultaneous attempts to build, let alone rebuild, the politics of

phes IO SO

tional drug control. The United States had altered its method of - —=

A

i
|
.
v i 1
;g -
P T

.

P
»

o
™

3
T

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/25 : CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8



1 t [

CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8 -

DecIasSified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/25 :

CHAPTER 3

mg on the natxon .
Board would try

f its supervisory
ed the authority

wport and export -

nference sought

ce in the chief.

f, 83

] States govern- - -
te Washingtons -

“aldwell and his
idwell therefore
on July 18. He
1e United States
luded the major
ain, Japan, the
American states,
[exico, Panama,
ad referendum
t, deposited the
7 by the United
heir ratifications
5

Latin American
afted during the
transpired since
toward interna-
d its method of
of the Federal
:d less authority
ive action would
of the executive
of the OAC, the
ice over narcotic
1eva conference

d power within

] States to lead-
with Congress

1at position.

d, the politics of

Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/25 : CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8

Rebuilding the Politics of Drug Control 73

drug control in Latin America produced a closer relationship than

had existed previously with the League of Nations. Several nations,

particularly Bolivia, Peru, and Colombia, began gradually to per-

ceive drug usage as a social problem. Remedial action rarely al-
tered existing conditions, however. On the other hand, Mexico and

Uruguay employed legislative and administrative means to restrict

drug commerce and usage. Yet even those efforts proved largely

ineffective. Financing was unavailable for proper control—if large-

scale financing could have helped; official corruption became a -
major obstacle; and drug use as part of the cultural heritage
throughout Latin America militated against comprehensive con-
trols. Nevertheless, at the close of the Geneva conference of 1931,

fecognition existed in Latin America of the need for additional
controls, a recognition that hemispheric diplomacy alone had not
been able to produce. In the 1930s, the growth of the bureaucratic
state there would contend with drug-related traditions for influ-
ence over the direction of drug policy. The United States seemed
the logical choice to lead the way toward greater hemispheric drug
control, whether by example or direct diplomacy. A reconstructed
bureaucracy and a revised narcotic foreign policy ostensibly pro-
vided the example of sound management necessary for effective
policy change.
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The adoption of the 1931 Geneva Convention buoyed hopes for
rapid progress in the worldwide antinarcotic campaign. Shortly
after the convention went into effect in July 1933, the World
Narcotic Defense Association celebrated. The association’s leader,
Capt. Richmond P. Hobson, a Spanish-American War veteran who
had become an active campaigner for several organizations, deliv-
ered a number of speeches praising the work of the Geneva confer-
ence. In another tribute the Literary Digest heralded the
implementation of the convention with an article entitled, “End of
the Illicit Drug Traffic Now in Sight.” )

Unfortunately, such euphoria was unwarranted. For nations
steadfastly committed to the eradication of illicit drug commerce
and usage, including the United States, the convention provided
an additional tool to help in the fight. Nations with less systematic-
programs, especially those in Latin America, were encouraged to
reconsider the extent.of their antidrug activities. In some cases
more vigorous actions would be undertaken. For their part United
States officials believed that the recent integration of foreign and
domestic drug policies would mitigate some of the nation’s drug.
problems. They miscalculated the complexity of the situation.

In the early 1930s domestic addiction remained at a considerable

level, a steady stream’of illegal drugs, including marijuana and__

opium, continued to flow north from Mexico, and new problems
appeared for policymakers as Central America and Colombia be-
came important locales for. smuggling opiates and cocaine from
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. o - . Coe AN
Europe. These conditions plus a general inability to control illicit

narcotic commerce by Latin American governments offered offi- -
cials in Washington scant hope for success in their endeavors.

e L .

Conservative estimates provided by the Federal Bureau of Nar-
cotics placed the number of addicts around 100,000 in 1926; six
years later the official figure had increased by 20,000. This
amounted to approximately one addict per one thousand people..--
Testifying in 1930 on his bill creating the bureau, Stephen G.
Porter stated that the most reliable estimates of addiction ranged
from 200,000 to 1,000,000 addicts. Porter personally felt that the
accurate number approached 400,000.2 If Porter’s statistics exag-
gerated the real extent of addiction, the government’s figures
underestimated it. The point is that addiction was probably not
decreasing, despite the enforcement programs being carried out
3 under the provisions of the Harrison Narcotic Law and its amend-
ments. On the twentieth anniversary of the law’s passage, an

editorial in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch termed it a failure which
had only produced large-scale smuggling. The Federal Bureau of
Narcotics denied the allegation asserting that addiction had de-
- creased during the two decades of the law’s operation.3
0 Moreover, the continuing depiction of addicts as social deviants
N belied the faith officials placed in their capacity to reduce addic-
tion. In 1932 Treasury Secretary Ogden L. Mills found addicts to
be “mentally defective and psychotic,” easily given to the influ-
ence of other addicts. Bureau Commissioner Anslinger doubted

before the Attorney General's Conference on crime held in Wash-
o ington in December 1934, he commented that “we understand -
T that none of these addicts would have become habitués had they
o ~ possessed the mental stamina to resist the drug. The mere fact that
they could not control their craving, and yielded time after time
even when they knew from experience that they faced a jail sen-
tence, is indisputable proof . . . that many of them will relapse to

~ Anslinger, addicts were “derelicts from a sinking ship.™
Only occasionally in the 1930s was there heard a dissent from
such views. Dr. Walter L. Treadway of the Public Health Service,
reflecting perhaps his bureau’s difficult historical experience with
drug addiction, warned of the danger in a facile dismissal of the

-

whether addicts could ever play a useful role in society. In remarks -

the ravages of the old habit and form underworld associates.” To x
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social and envirorimental causes of addiction. Treadway pointed out

that addiction appeared in all social classes, although it remained

more visible within the lower class. He also felt that a high level of

recidivism did not so much lend support to the assertion that
addiction was a function of a pathological personality.as it refuted
the approach which ‘sought to control drug usage primarily by
punitive means.® Since Treadway’s views ran counter to the en-
forcement patterns practiced by the Bureau of Narcotics, they did
not obtain a large audience within the policy-making bureaucracy.
‘At this time the major instance of an attempt to improve domes-
tic controls came in the movement to adopt a uniform state narcotic
law. Long before 1930 it became evident to officials that many
states were defaulting to the federal government the task of enact-
ing and enforcing adequate antidrug legislation. The Harrison law
served not as a model for some state legislatures, but as an excuse
not to pass complementary state laws.® At its annual conference in
October 1932 the National Conference of Commissioners on Uni-,
“form State Laws accepted a draft proposal for a uniform state
farcotic act.” Under the terms of the draft, no person could trade in
drugs without specific authorization. The final version of the Uni-
form State Narcotic Drug Act related primarily to the opiates and
cocaine; marijuana was incidentally included under the general
provisions of the act. The proposal also recommended the strict
licensing of manufacturers and wholesalers. Hoping to create a
receptive atmosphere, the Bureau of Narcotics prepared a number
of articles about the need for the act. It is noteworthy that early in
the government’s campaign, the American Medical Association

added its support for the adoption of the act. The rapid response

throughout the nation pleased the bureau; by 1936 twenty-seven
states had put the act into effect.”

The renovation of drug control policy did not proceed in a
vacuum isolated from contemporary events. In fact, the economic
exigencies brought on by the depression almost negated the metic-
ulous work of the State Department and the young bureau. The
problem appeared in the form of a proposed reorganization of
various government agencies just as President Franklin D. Roose-
velt’s administration was settling into office. Among the contem-
plated changes was the transfer of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics
from the Treasury Department to the Attorney General’s office.
Initiative for the change apparently came from the Bureau of the
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Budget and its director, Lewis W. Douglas, who convinced the - * .
commissioner of prohibition, A. V. Dalrymple, that the interchange -
of agents for narcotic and prohibition law enforcement would in- -~
crease the operational efficiency of the bureaus being merged.8 —>1
Stuart J. Fuller, a narcotic expert speaking for the State Depart- o et |
Article XV of the 1931 Geneva Convention which required each
signatory to maintain a separate, central narcotics office. Further-
more, the proposal would probably place the enforcement of nar- ]
cotic laws in a situation similar to that which existed before the T
establishment of the Bureau of Narcotics. In a cover note on a -
memorandum to Undersecretary of- State William Phillips on  .©
March 31, 1933, Fuller wrote, “Our Narcotics Bureau has been = ' .

held up at Geneva as a model one.” Fuller therefore concluded
that to: .

abolish the Bureau of Narcotics would be regarded as a dis- -
tinctly retrograde step and would discourage abroad the cen- -
tralization and coordination of foreign narcotics administration

which the American Government has repeatedly urged.®

Fuller took his case both to the Justice Department and the
prohibition chief. He informed Dalrymple that the 1931 conven-
tion had been composed and signed “on the insistence of the
American Government.” Any alteration in the policy structure
would make it appear that the United States had reneged on its R
antidrug commitment, causing embarrassment for the State De-
partment.? Reports also reached Washington detailing concern by

the Opium Advisory Committee over the proposed merger. Presi-~ "]

dent Roosevelt finally ended all speculation when he told Phillips -

that there would be no merger or abolition of the bureau, espe- b
cially in view of the treaty obligations incurred in 1931.11 The
defeat of the proposed merger underscores the bureaucratic skills
at work in the management of national narcotic policy by Harry J.
Anslinger and his colleagues in the Department of State. After an N

relatively constant level throughout the depression, New Deal,
and the years of the heavy fiscal demands generated by the Second
World War. (See Table 2.) In financial terms at least, the stability of
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~ TABLE 2. Annual Ag

Fiscal Year

1931. |
1932. .
. 1933 .
-, 1934
1935 °
1936
1937
1938
1939
1940 ~

Source: Compilatior
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TABLE 2. Annual Appropriations for the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 1931—1950 -
_Fiscal Year Appropriation . Fiscal Year Appropriation
1931 $1,712,998 1941 - . $1,303,280 . .
1932, - « - 41,708,528 --- . - 1942 . . . - .$1,278475. ...
1933 " $1,525,000 1943 < $1,289,060 ° -
1934 $1,400,000 1944 : $1,150,000
1935 . $1,244,899 . ‘1945 & $1,338,467
1936 $1,249,470 . 1946 $1,167,400
L1937 . $1,275,000 1947 $1,300,000
1938 !, $1,267,000 ~ 1948 ' $1,430,000
1939 : ' $1,267, QOO’/ 1949 $1,450,000 -
1940 | $1,306,700 1950 $1,610,000

Source: Compilation of Federal Bureau of Narcotics annual reports -

funding shows that public narcotic policy had finally taken its place
as a regular and institutionalized function of the federal govern-
ment. With the end of the controversy over reorganization, drug
policy could be looked upon almost as an entity unto itself—no
longer subsumed within broader policy considerations as had been
the case since 1914. By having to devote less time to obtaining
support for their policy at home, drug officials were able to give
more concerted attentlon to related problems abroad.

As had been the case for some time, the situation in Mexico and
its direct relationship to drugs smuggled into the United States
required much of the energy officials in Washington were expend-
ing in their effort to improve the quality of control in the Americas.
A crucial -obstacle to their-goal arose out of the difficulties the
Mexican government faced in handling its own drug situation.
Usage apparently increased in the early 1930s. Marijuana smoking

‘persisted, and heroin was found among the lower levels of

society.12 Despite claims to the contrary by the government, the
decrees of the 1920s had not really alleviated a deteriorating situa-
tion. ¢

A report in the newspaper Excélsior on June 12, 1931 revealed

the severity and extent of the situation. In a letter to the paper, the

minister of government, Carlos Riva Palacio, announced his resig-
nation, an action resulting from his alleged complicity in a smug-
gling operation which  was introducing illegal drugs into Mexico
and then transporting them to the United States.® Plutarco Elias
Calles, the most powerful man in Mexico and now ex-president,
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“had the nominal president, Pascual Rubio Ortiz, accept the minis- i
ter’s resignation. There existed no cértainty, however, that Riva

- - Palacio was intimately connected with the smugglers. Others men-__-
—*~ tioned'in connectioni with the operation were the president of the
. Federal District, the governor. of.San Luis Potosi, and also. mem- - ‘-
" bers of the staff of Rubio Ortiz. “The most charitable construction

to put on the action of the President,” declared United States

- Military Attaché Col. Gordon Johnson, “is that the sudden expo-
" sure of so many high officials of his Administration might be politi- !

,cally disastrous.™4 .~ PO S

" Inshort, a government crisis seemed at hand. Mexico’s financial

condition, more precarious because of the depression, was worse ,

P, St

cade e ) R )
ot A4 S e

.
'L-gé. i’ ]
o 1

than at any time since 1915. Credit was poor; gold and silver were i ;;3‘:
in short supply. With the resignation of the head of the presidential :‘?
staff, Calles’s faith in the ability of Rubio Ortiz to govern effectively :i:;:’

nearly evaporated. F ortunately for Mexico, the power and prestige
of Calles held the government together. In August the crisis passed
when Gen. Lizaro Cirdenas, who would become president in
1934, accepted an appointment to Riva Palacio’s former position, 15
It is not clear that the appointment of C4rdenas had a causal
effect, but shortly thereafter the government undertook a reassess-
ment of the operation of its drug control policies. Specifically,.the, &

. Public Health Department sought to_establish ;special hospitals.te ;o
care for addicts: the program was, obligatory.and _the > department -

S
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et
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o — el S e
had to authorize™an addict s.discharge..Under. the_plan, _free_care B
would be provided for_p-gp_ggg‘gddicts._Eina]ly,.physician's.were.to‘ £

nge_@_ ”ré;i)‘;)_zl_sjble;for.the «condition.of .patients~upon.their.re-.. a
lease.’® Nothing came of the proposal until C4rdenas took office asi-————"%
president. At the end of August 1934 the new administration pub- Wy
lished a revised sanitary code and decree of implementation. Un.., - :
der provisions of the code, if an addict had drugs in his possession 3\;"
for personal use, he would be_consigned to the Public Health B
Department, not to the criminal courts. But if an addict supplie ] '

others with drugs, he would be subject to criminal prosecution ':;‘
after undergoing treatment. Most important, the Department of* gt
- Public Health would constitute the ultimate authority concerning 54|

-—possible prosecution for ¢riminal offenses.??” " ST
" Implementation of the sanitary code left Mexico’s drug law en- '~
forcement practices at variance with those of the United States.  “az:
Policy would be set by an agency with a medical function rather i v 23
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CHAPTER 4 : Drug Control in the Americas, 1931-1936 - 81
ccept the minis- | ;‘.? ) than by one (the Bureau .of-Narcoties)-emphasizing-punitive-law
sever, that Riva '~ enforcement and administrative efficiency.. The Public. Health De-
rs. Others men- =~ "7 partment planned to treat addicts first as individuals meriting
president of the ~ . medical attention; their particular situation would determine the
- and also mem- .. ;"  applicability of criminal law. Conversely, enforcement practices in
ble construction” , . the United States blurred distinctions between sale and possession
] United States, - solely for personal use. Whether the Mexican approach to drug
ie sudden expo- . control would prove any more successful than that advocated in
might be politi- .. Washington remained to be seen. : _
P o Despite the intentions of the Cirdenas administration, it was ~
fexico’s financial doubtful that the new regulations had a discernible impact on the
sion, was worse drug situation in areas distant from Mexico City. In April 1935 the
and silver were ‘United Press news wire carried a story from Geneva stating that a
‘the presidential standing committee of the League of Nations, probably the OAC, f
wvern effectively named Mexico as a nation from which large quantities of drugs i
ver and prestige were being smuggled into the United States. It also noted that
the crisis passed Mexican officials took part in the illicit activity. The government
ne president in denied the allegations, putting the blame for smuggling instead on G
‘mer position. 15 . manufacturing nations with insufficient controls over exports. o
\as had a causal Whatever the level of official corruption and complicity, the gov-
rtook a reassess- ernment’s countercharges had a basis in reality. In Manchuria, t
Specifically, the British and Swiss interests were seeking to have the opium trade N
scial hospitals to from Persia legalized: an increased trade would prove lucrative
the department financially, particularly if the demand for narcotics could be artifi- :
» plan, free care cially stimulated in places other than China.® Notwithstanding the §
ysicians were to denials, the level of smuggling from Mexico remained high.1? i
, upon their re- c B‘age%g_/;mﬁg_;gcpzﬂ_ig_thg.eady%%srthe‘gevemmem-in 2
1as took office as . ___] Mexico City_appeared willing to act. with.the.United, States.to.stop 2 -
\inistration pub- e smuggling. In 1930 the two countries concluded an informal agree:. . =
>mentation. Un- ment Jor the exchange “of information_on drugs.2° The following ] 1
n his possession o “yéar officials sent a special agent to coordinate antidrug activity 3 y
> Public Health ’ with Consul William Blocker in the Juirez—El Paso region.?! Mex- 3
addict supplied ico next requested that agents of both countries be permitted 1
inal prosecution unrestricted border crossings there pursuant o el dit es..The, S
Department of State Department and Bureau of Narcotics turned down the re- '
ority concerning quest, although United States agents would continue to cross into
T ' M@&xico with Anslinger’s express approval.2? By mid-1932 all the
o’s drug law en- - ‘M.e;iicans,hadfachievedMas...another‘informal.4érrangement,f()_r:ffl-e :
» United States. § exchange of information.23
function rather ; * While reluctant to engage in cooperative activity, the United
ILLEGIB
&3 i)y
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. States took several unilateral steps to detect and prevent illegal .,
traffic. Around 1930 private planes began smuggling drugs out of: R
Mexico. In response, an antidrug air patrol operated from various ... r
sites in Texas starting in 1931. During the first two years of the - -~ -
program no drugs were seized, only liquor. Yet authorities re- L

¢ mairied" convinced that smuggling by air was a primé means of * * ™7
~ getting drugs into the United States.2¢ S
In addition to west Texas, Baja California continued to serve as a PO,
prominent locale for smuggling. The consul at Ensenada, William L
- ‘Smale, suggested that the State Department pressure Mexican "
authorities to act by taking steps “which would reduce to a mini-
mum the travél and expenditures of American tourists in Baja
California . . .”25 Not until Operation Intercept thirty-five years
later would the United States try, in a comparable situation, to take
the action Smale suggested. In place of economic pressure, a
meeting was held on October 10, 1934 in Los Angeles to dissemi-
nate information on smuggling to representatives from the state,
treasury, labor, and justice departments. The need for the meeting
became evident after the district supervisor of the Bureau of Nar-
cotics in San Francisco stated that he saw no reason to believe
anything other than liquor was being smuggled into the United
States.26
Such ignorance of the actual situation was unacceptable in An-
slinger’s Bureau of Narcotics; nor would it help matters in Baja
California. In January 1935 Smale found “the matter of
smuggling . . . taking more and more of the time of this office.”27
The meeting in Los Angeles provided some assistance. Communi-
cation lines between State Department representatives and Treas-
- ury agents, who had often operated in Mexico without consular =
knowledge, were improved. Smale and other consuls would re-
ceive any urgent information from the Customs Border Patrol

Office in San Diego. In turn, they were required to report period-

ically to a general coordinator in Los Angeles.?® The transfer of a
clerk at the consulate, Paul Carr, to the employ of the Treasury . .
Department provided additional help for Smale. ‘Carr undertook - E
most of the daily work concerning smuggling. He worked for the . . - ;]
Treasury Department in order to avoid the necessity of presenting . .
a formal request to the Mexican government to allow him to move
freely about the Ensenada area. As noted previously, the United ¢
States had n interest in reciprocal operations of this kind. “It is " -

HitH§
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d prevent 1llegal o g_ 1nadwsable, Smale was told, “to notxfy the Mexican Govemrnent
ling drugs outof | . '

$ES of the general nature of the appointee’s duties.”2?

ited from various .. L1 Yet as Smale well knew, the United_States could do little .about
two years of the—=2%4 --- - jllicit drugs in Baja without assistance from Mexico City. Assistance ...
3t_aut_hor_1t1e§ re- Was~oﬂ'ered-—1nfrequently"“however Smale therefore could only
pﬁl:ﬂq mea:rilel of " relay-informvation to his superiors. 'On’one occasion’in March 1936°

\ he reported learning of extensive cultivation of opium poppies and
marijuana in remote regions of Baja.' The only action Smale was
able to take was to have.a staff member take a “vacation” in the
“area and réport on conditions there. This and similar occurrences- ~— - -
in other consular districts moved the United States to bring the
matter of border smugglmg to the attention of the OAC in Geneva.
In a presentation distinguished by sensitivity for the diplomatic

.
-

aued fo serve asa *
nsenada, William -
yressure” Mexxcan =
reduce to a mini-."

| tourists in Baja
t thirty-five years
» situation, to take

A% feelings of Mexico, and therefore symbolic of the reciprocal nature
omic pressure, a i of the Good Neighbor Policy, Stuart J. Fuller declared that smug-
1geles to dissemi- * [t gling presented a problem on both sides of the border. In response,
>s from the state, .i: the Mexican delegate, Manuel Tello, promised a more comprehen- )
'd for the meeting < sive exchange of information on drugs would be forthcoming. =
1e Bureau of Nar- “ii Nonetheless, available records for 1936 do not re\;eal the conclu-
reason to believe %%, sion of any agreement to augment the previous ones of 1930 and
| into the United ?:7 1932.30 It seems unlikely that the Mexicans could believe, as they

prasvy
&

had at Geneva in 1931, that there was no drug problem in Mexico.
acceptable in An- y
p matters in Baja Hlicit drug activity also flourished elsewhere in Latin America in

the matter of the early thirties. Most governments failed to respond even with

e o'i: this office.”7 the rudimentary -measures of control prompted by smuggling » .
tance. Communi- across the Mexico-United States border. Instead, official inatten- SN IS o
tatives and Treas- tion and incompetence, even corruption, defined the spectrum of e B
- l 27 <

without consular-
consuls would re-
ms Border Patrol
 to report period-
3 The transfer of a -
yy of the Treasury
2, Carr undertook

Tesponses to drug problems:Such a situation brought into question-—— —-— -~
the extent to_which_Latin_American_governments-actually. had

begun to view drug usage.and.traffic.as.domestic.social.problems

! in_the Jate.1920s. It also demonstrated the difficulty of inculcating R }
¥y in others by whatever means the antidrug fervor of the United S SN
. States. As before, the division remamed in part one of culture 1 &

versus bureaucracy. S 8
- Only Uruguay embarked upon a serious campaign to control'__, L S I %

e worked for the _ i}

ssity of presenting % % drugs: In June 1931 the State Department distributed throughout . __. b
allow him to move f Latin America a questionnaire seeking information about the situ- S
iously, the United 3~ ation there. Uruguay’s reply showed a flurry of activity between Ay X
of this kind. “It is 3}3 1929 and 1932. In May 1929 the Geneva Convention of 1925 had

LT . TR T T=T o —esere el e UL S -z - - - PR - .-
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_, O gone into effect. Then came the implementation of an import- that Gen
r ! ", - export _certificate system and a decree in March 1932 seeking to = ™" paigns by
A " control further commerce in drugs. Most important, the govern- support ’
ment gave full power to the National Council of Public Healthto utting t
.i = .... .. supervise the enforcement of all narcotic regulations.3! o P Avai%al
L . In 1933 the government created the ornately titled Specxal Com- RE ing. Alth
Lyt ¢ -.. ¢ - .mission for the Defense Against Toxicomania and Control of the - :~._ ' em.mént'
i - Narcotics Traffic to work with the Public Health Council. The *= all comn
T duties of the special commission included supervising compliance refect ¢
N ,: n with all domestic and international regulations, compiling statistics gﬂicers \
~eoeim. - ... . onthe extent of addiction, and promoting an antidrug educational ... early-19
S g campalgn throughout the country. To assist the work of the special 1930-34
s commission Urugusy planned to spend $10,000 per year.32 as before
: As was true elsewhere, attention to domestic mattersalone could ~ .- with citic
not mitigate the narcotic situation. The Uruguayan govenment . United $
also had to deal with the possibility of increased drug traffic result- ' is of min
ing from apparent Japanese efforts to establish an industrial center Urugy
in the Free Zone of Colonia across the Rio de la Plata from Buenos R This fact
Aires. The Anti-Opium Information Bureau in Geneva, a clearing- to restric
house for narcotics data, asked Uruguay to scrutinize closely any o ernment
K questionable activity in Colonia. Of particular concern to the bu- - tation. e
: reaw was the relative proximity of Bolivian coca fields, an available - action w
i , source of illicit cocaine.®? Unlike officials in Geneva and Washing- : officials
ton, Uruguayan authorities did not believe Colonia would become ' came il
) a transit point for smuggling. Dr. José Mora, a foreign office official The law
| in charge of narcotics, told United States representatives in Mon- : any phy:
NETAT. ‘ + tevideo that Colonia had never played a prominent role in illegal cantly, 3
o g traffic. Problems with illicit drugs centered around the border with ﬁmdir’lg
‘S Brazil. Nonetheless, Uruguay promised to supervise any unusual the mon
N activity in Colonia. By the mid-thirties, it should be noted, the ..} .= . No ot
: feared Japanese industrial center had not come into existence.34 Uruguay
» At this same time Uruguay took other steps to guard against the - tempt a
. . introduction of unwanted drugs. At the Seventh Pan-American neva C
. j Conference at Montevideo in December 1933 the government Smuggli
' : urged those Latin American republics which had not yet ratified T prising,
the 1931 Geneva Convention to do so quickly.35 Uruguay also than allc
sought assistance from the Opium Advisory Committee. At the = % instance
o _ . . OAC session in May 1934, Alfredo de Castro asked the committee " allotmer
s . to make a special appeal to all Latin American governments urging T ' Notu.
the prompt submlttal of their annual reports. He further requested ...~ drug lav

1 £}
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the_monopoly.3?
~  No other Latin American nation followed the example set by

t

that Geneva encourage the development of drug education cam-

paigns by individual nations. The suggestions received substantial.

support, including Fuller’s for the United States, and resolutions
puttmg them into effect passed easily.36

Available evidence suggests that Uruguay’s efforts were succeed-
, ing. Although not formally establishing a state ‘monopoly, the gov-
. ernment effectively ‘assumed full-authority to supervise and direct
all commerce in drugs.3” Also, the public health minister and
prefect of police in Montevideo offered cash rewards to those
officers who were most productlve in their antinarcotic work. By
early 11937 drug consumption séems to ‘have fallen below the
1930-34 level. What illegal drugs were uncovered came primarily,
as before, from Brazil and secondarily from Argentina. “Compared
with cities of similar size in the United States or Europe,” observed
United States Minister Julius Lay, “drug addiction in Montevideo
is of minor importance.”3®

Uruguay imported all its narcotics, both raw and manufactured.
This fact plus careful regulation of sale and consumption did much
to restrict illicit traffic there. Finally in September 1937 the gov-
ernment officially created a state monopoly governing the impor-
tation, exportation, and distribution of all narcotic substances. This
action went beyond the more limited effort of 1923. Public health
officials took charge of the monopoly. Possession of narcotics be-
came illegal whether intended for personal use or sale to others.
The law putting this program into effect outlined stiff penalties for
any physician or police official who violated its provisions. Signifi-
cantly, a state hospital was set up to treat addiction, Part of the
nding for the 1nst1tut10n ‘would come from revenuesdemved from

Uruguay. Argentina, for example, had never made a serious at-
tempt at drug control. The government acceded to the 1925 Ge-
neva Convention but did not actually sign the document.4?
Smuggling was uncontrolled around Buenos Aires. It was not sur-

rising, therefore, that Argentina-tended to. import_more. drugs
than allowed under the terms of the 1931 convention. In 1935, for
instance, imports of morphme and cocaine exceeded the shpulated

anotments AL LS LU T L el . L

" Not until three years later did Argenhna enact a comprehensnve
druglaw. In February 1938 the government placed controls on the
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-~ - trafficin opium, heroin, and cociine; and began import and export . fro

T supervision. In a comment on Argentina’s action, the assistant - Hc¢

secretary of the treasury, Stephen B. Gibbons, declared that the T tio -

b wme2" regulations were malleable enough to permit physicians to pre- 71 . act

scribe sufficient quantities of drugs, to maintain addicts in_ their . _, . “ off

S " ‘habit. Tn" Gibbons's view, Argentina’s annual - estimates far sur- © < Ur

passed the actual yearly need. A newly created Section of Narcotics - - P

Control in the government evidently did not deem it necessary to  me

revise national drug requirements. 42 o _ o o ye

“° 77" " The narcotic situation in Honduras seemed equally out-of control— o (

. carlyimthe-decideIn the eighteen months prior to the end of - dn

' 33-Hondiiras imported enough morphine, eighty-seven kilo-_ . tici

T grams;to " meet”its" medical and scientific_requirements for one .. the
hurndred years™ The supply, far in excess of quota allotments, came " pox

mainly from France, Germany, and Switzerland, nations tradition- in

ally reluctant to adopt manufacturing limitations. In 1934 when , cial

Honduras received another twenty-two-year supply of morphine, - - Yet

League of Nations officials suspected wholesale forging of import o dej

certificates. 43 _ , B we

Considerable amounts of the imports, including morphine and ; “ne

_ cocaine, found their way into the southern United States, particu- 2
o : larly the New Orleans area, where local authorities managed to pro
o seize a portion of them. At least one other seizure took place in : was
o " Dallas. When the smuggling continued, the United States began - Fru
using Coast Guard vessels to track ships on which drug couriers : inal

R ' were believed to be traveling. Consular officials in the Honduran ven
o ports of La Ceiba, Tela, Puerto Cortés, and Belize provided the con

. Coast Guard with information on ship movements. The State De- L con

s e -~~~ partment viewed the reconnaissance efforts as a temporary meas- “a and

' ure which might provide a deterrent to smuggling. Such an o pla
L eventuality was, of course, unlikely, given the historical role of om)
! smuggling in Central America during depressed economic times. img

‘ In the 1930s as in earlier eras, smuggling became a part of the local s “pre

{ .. way of life—a potentially rewarding enterprise for some individuals , the
Cin y  during the worldwide depression.% o wag
o - Numerous Hondurans received narcotics from Europe, but one - - - I
.. .. man,JoséMarfa Guillen Velez, seemed to acquire larger quantities - —— 1 Oct
- than most. (It was morphine from one of his shipments that officials offic

- " ' in Dallas seized in 1932.) Guillen Velez, owner of a pharmacy in B hawv.
A Puerto Cortés, accepted shipment of forty kilograms of morphine = . and
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from France in 1933, an amount large enough to satisfy legitimate -

Honduran needs for fifty years.#3 Faced with such a serious situa-
tion, the government professed a desire to revamp its control
activities. At the same time, however, Dr. Ricardo Alduvin, dean

. of the medical faculty at the national university in Tegucigalpa, told . |

‘United States representatives that the Director of Public Health,
P. H. Ordonez Diaz, had authorized Guillen’s imports of opium,
morphine, and cocaine. Permission was ewdently granted for the

years 1933 and 1934.46

Official corruption no doubt contnbuted to the ease with which

drugs reached Honduras. Julius Lay reported that Honduran poli-
ticians ‘were susceptible to bribery.. The depression exaggerated
the consequences of the unhappy fact that Honduras was the
poorest of the Central American republics. As was true elsewhere
in Latin America, especially Mexico, accepting bribes helped offi-
cials personally make the best of an economically difficult situation.
Yet official corruption would mitigate in no way the impact of the
depression upon Honduras. In mid-October 1932, scarcely two
weeks before scheduled presidential elections, Lay found trade
“nearly at a standstill.”47

As had been the case since earlier in the century, Honduran
prosperity primarily depended upon the banana industry, which
was controlled by the United Fruit Company and the Standard
Fruit and Steamship Company. Even had the companies not.dom-
inated the economy, the _monocultural tradition would. havecpre-
vented_an_effective_response_to ,_the.depression.. As-it.was,_the
companies, _too, were constrained in their_ability_to_ amehorate
conditions._The depression cut world banana prices, and Panama

hl}

and Sigotoka disease devastated the fruit throughout the banana - -

plantations, further damaging the nation’s export-oriented econ-
omy. Although the companies contributed in numerous ways to
improving the quality of life in Honduras, the wages they paid
“provided little more than subsistence for workers and families” in
the estimation of career diplomat Willard L. Beaulac. In 1933
wages were reduced 10 percent across the board.48

. It was within this climate that a national election was held on
October.30, 1932. The victor, Tiburcio Carfas Andino, would take

office on February 1, 1933. At that time, no informed person would-

have predicted a future of amicable relations between Washington
and the new Honduran govemment In 1924 the United States

e o T b e
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“helped to prevent Carias from assuming the presidency. Then in _\\ Severa
' 1928 the United States supported Vicente Mejia Colindres as ) Its two ¢
- Carias lost a relatively free election. After his electoral success in the Unite
L, 1932, Carfas-immediately had to quell a revolt by dissident ele- == "} . the heni
. ’ . ments within the Liberal party. At the same time_the national .. | . dentRoc
< "7 treasury was virtually empty.#¢ 0 o T T from pot:
: The two situations were not unrelated. While in office Mejia .- ° Good Ne
, Colindres had kept potentially rebellious army factions in line by Americaz
: paying them with funds borrowed from the banana companies. . . : spread a
""" " (Repayment of the loans came in the form of reduced customs N Mexico: *
Ry " collections.) The vicissitudes of the depression did not afford Carias - .. rocally a;
1o ~* asimilar option. Unable to obtain requested arms from the United Ameri
, Ceh States, Carias received aid from El Salvador and soon put down - Howex
, the revolt. The denial of the request for arms, despite Lay’s rec- been, h
@ ommendation to the contrary, could have only increased Carias - . nonintens
- Andino’s wariness of the United States.5® . : roughgoij
- In what cannot be interpreted as other than a diplomatic formal-  -3° discover
| o ity, Carfas pledged himself to a policy of cordial relations with other - be used
! K ‘ governments, “especially that of the United States.” The pledge wholesal
| e included reorganization of the departments of justice and public ~ *. rebuild.
. . health. What this declaration portended for drug control, or United . 1933 and
B 1 : States influence, remained to be seen.5! Even had Honduras - . tation of
| y acceded at once to the 1931 Geneva Convention, the problem of Julius
excessive narcotic importation would have existed. In turn, smug- " hand. La
gling would have continued unchecked.52 When a legislative de- _ situation
cree in March 1934 finally put the convention into effect, the such acti
practical problem of enforcement still remained—as Dr. Alduvin uncoverc
_ admitted.53 JIRERE means of
~ [T rTo T Tt T T T Essentially thée problém Tor the United States in Honduras was — % ] declared,
, that the governments of the two countries did not share the com- supply h
-'" mon objective of the eradication of illicit drug traffic. As a result, 5 frustrati
.; reciprocity—a prominent aspect of the Roosevelt administration’s S forged in
; Latin American policy—played a lesser role in the situation than e to convi
[ the United States would have liked. No narcotics bureaucracy ke served
v existed in Honduras that would take the United States cause as its administ
Pglone o own. The tacit assumption held by Washington in hemispheric % Hondur:
e i e - —.-. narcotic relations—that cultural and other impediments toeffective - -—-4 the count
i ,. o " -drug control could be mutually overcome—simply was not rele- - ambition
- A vant. There were practical limits therefore to what American diplo- o Fuller’s s
: Vet _ macy could achieve. " . i against G

B T P . S s o i, B s s - e ey A P o s 5 B UCH S,
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-

" Several comments are in order about thé Good Neighbor Policy.
" Its two primary tenets, military and political nonintervention by

the United States in Latin America and the return of prosperity to
the hemisphere, became evident within a short time after Presi-
dent Roosevelt took office.54 Later in the decade, military. secunty.
from potential Axis subversion became mextncably linked with the
Good Neighbor Policy. Throughout, the idea of reciprocity in inter-
American relations provided a basis for giving the policy its wide-

spread appeal. In the words of Josephus Daniels, ambassador to

Mexico: “The only hope of the Good Neighbor Policy lies in recip-
rocally’ applying it with-justice and fair deahng between the Pan
American States . . .75 - \

However skeptxca] of United States intentions Carias may have
been, he joined in the general approval of Roosevelt’s policy of
nonintervention.® This gesture should not be construed as a tho-
roughgoing acceptance of the Good Neighbor Policy. As would be
discovered in other countries, particularly Brazil, reciprocity could
be used to domestic political advantage without being accepted
wholesale. As we shall soon see, Carias realized this as he tried to
rebuild the Honduran economy and cement his hold on power. In
1933 and 1934, reciprocity did not necessarily extend to implemen-
tation of a policy to curb illicit drug traffic.

Julius Lay experienced the selectivity of Honduran policy first
hand. Lay felt that the prosecution of Guillen would improve the
situation, but he remained pessimistic about the likelihood of any
such action. An official search of Guillen’s pharmacy in June 1934
uncovered no evidence linking him to the narcotics trade. “By

means of forged government certificates,” an exasperated Fuller
declared, “Honduras has imported suﬂiment morphine . . . to

supply her legitimate needs for a century.” Compounding the
frustration, it was later learned that under Honduran law the
forged import certificates would not have been evidence enough
to convict Guillen of a crime.5? Lay learned, too, that Guillen
served as minister of government and justice under an earlier
administration and entertained hopes of becoming the president of
Honduras. As such, he tried not to alienate any elements within
the country, including the banana companies that might thwart his
ambitions.58 Even a League of Nations inquiry prompted by
Fuller’s statement did not convince the government to take action
against Guillen.5? In an ironic epilogue to the Guillen affair, which
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w111 be dlscussed in greater detall later, the Department of State.

. murder of
- .. learned that Guillen participated in at least two abortive attempts . Rk narcotic sm
~———lse——— -to-remove-Carias Andino from power in-1935 and 1936.- Had the ---35%; + By that t ‘
o ves, .. Tevolts succeeded Gulllen vg(_)uld have become actmg presndent of ; to ignore th ]
Yo T ‘Honduras® N T T T : ) “priof antin:’
O . Smuggling from Honduras was not the only problem troublmg Affairs, An |
" American officials. Elsewhere in Central America, especially in ance. He a: |
* Panama and the Canal Zone, illegal drugs were abundantly avail- = investigatoi |
ablé-'Costa Rica and Colombia; two countries with negligible con=" =75z request. S} !
trols,” frequently served as ‘transit points for drugs bound for New Orlea |
Panama. United States authorities regarded Panamanian police as United Stat !
" generally honest, but helpless to control the situation. One side by officialsi .
effect of this condition was that a large percentage of U.S. Army ger knew, ¢!
personnel receiving hospital care in Panama were suspected of narcotic cor |
being addicts.®! * - \ nothing. ;
If little could be done in a remedial way in Panama, continuing What co
problems in Honduras (in addition to the difficulties posed by nomic revit |
Guillen) made the situation there even less amenable to resolution valued at ..
along lines desired by the United States. Throughout his tenure as dropped ov'
minister, Lay suspected the government of complicity in the drug Trade with -
traffic. It did not surprise him greatly therefore when Dr. Ricardo of banana e
Alduvin, who had occasionally been helpful to Lay, resigned his 1937-38. B
post at the university. In his capacity as dean of the medical faculty, tion’s total
Alduvin possessed the authority to issue or withhold narcotic im- the United
: " port certificates. On at least one occasion, Alduvin signed a certifi- Carias was
1 cate for a firm to import narcotics from a New Orleans company, Secretan
' the Meyer Brothers Drug Company, which was not authorized by program pi
the Bureau of Narcotics to~éxport drugs to Honduras. The news—— begun inn-
" paper El Cronista revealed that throughout his service as dean, 18, 1935. 1
Alduvin had granted import authorizations to a select group of diversificat
' ' businessmen suspected of participating in the illicit traffic.82 of customs
. Dr. Francisco Sidnchez replaced Alduvin. He evidently wanted quickly for |
N to change his predecessor’s policy, declaring that only “pharmacies conceivably | |
L _ of good reputation will be allowed to petition importations of many; it as
idv- .= - . . narcotic drugs through the Faculty of Medicine.” Trying to assist ___ Japan, a tr:.
i 'f e Sanchez, Commissioner Anslinger.turned down a request fromthe_____: concluded, .
o Meyer Brothers Drug Company to export morphine to Honduras. economic 8.
g " At best, Anslmgers action served a symbolic purpose. Without a dependenc
' " strong antinarcotic commitment on the part of the Carfas govern- tunes of Cs
-. —ment, little could be done to stop the persistent smuggling. The . a guarantec
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r

misrder ofSinché? in July 1935 testified tojust how chaotic the . "

narcotic situation had become. 63 . . .

By that time, the Honduran government could no longer afford

toignore the problems caused by narcotics, yet it had virtually no

prior antinarcotic experience to rely upon. The Minister of Foreign_ .

Affairs, Antonio Bermudez, turned to the United States for assist-
ance. He asked the Federal Bureau of Narcotics to send a trained
investigator to Honduras. American authorities turned down the
request. Shortly after the. death of Sinchez, federal agents and

- New Orleans police had seized a shipment of heroin bound for the =~~~

United States through Honduras. Distrust of the government there
by officials in Washington abounded. One agent, Fuller and Anslin-
ger knew, could not compensate for the lack of a systematic anti-
narcotic commitment.® The overture from Honduras accomplished
nothing. o

What concerned Carias more than drug control was the eco-
nomic revitalizaton of Honduras. In 1929 Honduran exports were
valued at $24.6 million, dropping to $7.4 million in 1938; imports
dropped over the same period from $14.9 million to $9.5 million.
Trade with the United States also plummeted, as seen in the value
of banana exports: from $20.9 million in 1928-29 to $4.2 million in
1937-38. Bananas accounted for more than 80 percent of the na-
tion’s total exports; and fully three-quarters of the export trade to
the United States in 1934 consisted of bananas.®5 The task for
Carifas was to diversify and increase the volume of exports.

Secretary of State Cordell Hull's reciprocal trade agreement
program presented a partial solution to Carfas. Negotiations were

begun in mid-1934, and an agreement was signed on December
- 18, 1935. The agreement did not help to lay a basis for economic

diversification, though. It may even have resulted in the reduction
of customs revenues in Honduras, a liability which Julius Lay
quickly foresaw. Moreover, a total reciprocity agreement might
conceivably threaten banana markets in Great Britain and Ger-
many; it assuredly would harm the import of cotton goods from
Japan, a trade previously dominated by American merchants. As
concluded, the agreement made few concessions to Honduran

economic aspirations.® Despite, or perhaps because of increased - — - -

dependence upon the United States, the domestic political for-
tunes of Carias improved. If nothing else, Honduras had obtained
a guaranteed export market—not an inconsiderable achievement
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in depressed econoniic times, However ‘minimal economic pre- . - for
dictability was something the opponents of Carfas could not pro- - coc .
vide. = S of 1
=== - In Peru and Bolivia, where domestic antidrug activity directly the
affected the international situation, few. constructive measures- - . e ‘per
T were ‘undertaken. This lack of activity proved to be particularly ' for
disappointing to officials in Geneva and Washington. Prior to 1931 Cr¢
each nation had begun to consider drug use as a societal problem; . tive
it was hoped that remedial actions might follow. Peru made a start. ..~ ... the
- "1 in the desired direction. In March 1932 a bill was introduced in L figh
the Constituent, Assembly placing restrictions on cultivation and L
use of the coca leaf.57 As before, the issue of the stability of Peru’s tion
economy became closely linked with the question of coca restric- - wer
tion, as did Peruvian tradition. An official in the narcotic office of } duc:
the government told William C. Burdett, United States Consul g cocs
General at Callao-Lima, that Peru wished to comply with the | proj -
regulations of the League oL Nations, especially since.“the_use.of | Sept
E&ciconsﬁmgg one of -the-most pernicious habits of-the Indian for s |
populations.” The official acknowledged that coca chewing could , ing .
not be | fully halted, but felt that coca production could be con- B coca
_ trolled. In course, the international trade in cocaine would surely E E:
i ~ decline. 8 narc
A Upon completion of a brief trip through Peru’s coca-producing of 1¢
. ' regions, Burdett reported that coca controls were unlikely. “Amer- Unit
P ‘ ican engineers operating some of the most important mining enter- conti
S, ' prises in the world in Peruvian highlands,” Burdett noted, “have . conte |
been unable to report adverse effects from coca upon their men.” . non
He doubted as well whether export laws could successfully restrict_ . — Unit
g L e illicit commeérce. “There “is, however, no guarantee,” Burdett o clear
v stated, “of conscientious enforcement of these laws. Enforcement - - gling
is vested in the Bureau of Health, which has in recent years been ; antid
S ‘ accused of more corruption than any other section of the Peruvian can r
f government.” Five different men headed the bureay between 1930 -z look :
S and 1932, a period when Peru was on the verge of civil strife after |
T the ouster of Leguia in August 1930.%? Any hope of effective coca ~In |
control therefore seemed unrealistic. Ultimately the bill limiting o two.n |
U coca leaf cultivation failed to secure passage; and for the year 1932~ could
Ciie Peru produced more than 3.5 million kilograms of coca.?0 . spons
S It was not until 1936 that the government made another attempt tions.
S to regulate the coca leaf, A planting crisis in Cuzco, a major area . devisi

wen [P

e

» | : 1-8
Declassified in Part - Sanitized Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/25 : CIA-RDP98-01394R00020009000



De

las

sified in Part - Sanitized Copy A

" ™ . : . . . . . .
: T NN

pproved for Release 2013/07/25 : CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8 &

s oc

ool ol e st i gt v s ot ol L LS T Ll e A e i 2k
CHAPTER 4 N Drug Control in the Americas, 1931-1936 <
nomic pre- . _ for production, substantially diminished the revenue derived from
uld not pro- .- coca sales. Moreover, a malaria epidémic drastically cut the supply
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of Indian labor. These occurrences induced officials to reconsider

the role of the coca leaf in Peru.” No action was taken then,

perhaps because of the international narcotic conference scheduled

for June in Geneva. During these same years the newspaper La

Crénica was calling for a more vigorous policy. The lack of substan-

tive action led the Pan-American Sanitary Bureau to remark that =~ - -

the government of Peru did not seem disposed to waging a serious -

fight against drug problems.” = - , T T
Like Peru, Bolivia failed-in the early 1930s to limit coca produc-

tion. Nearly two million kilos were grown in 1932, most of which

were consumed domestically. International pressure to restrict pro-

duction brought a response from a landowners’ association in the

coca-rich Yungas region.”® Illustrating further Bolivia’s rejection of

proposed coca controls, President Daniel Salamanca rescinded in -

September 1933 a tariff on Peruvian coca in transit through Bolivia - kK L&

for shipment abroad. Bolivian laborers, employed in Chilean min- ’

ing op_gl;a_t_ions,_.con.tinh?d.to,.chew.coca,,on‘thg,jOb, Controls on

coca would not soon come to Bolivia.”

" Except in Uruguay and to a lesser extent Mexico, the record of
narcotic control in Latin America between the Geneva conferences 4
of 1931 and.1936 was not an encouraging one to officials in the
United States and at the League of Nations. Patterns of usage -
continued, tied as they often were to historical traditions and !
contemporary developments; and smuggling became a phenome- &
non more widespread than ever before in the hemisphere. The 2
United States suffered most from this situation. By 1936 it was ¢
clear to officials in Washington that they could not eliminate smug-
gling by their own endeavors. Moreover, the perceived emerging t
antidrug commitment of the late 1920s in important Latin Ameri- §
can nations proved largely illusory. The only alternative place to
look for assistance was Geneva.
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I_gl__t,ixing_to,rg.stxictgi,lligijxtaaﬁc,{i_ntszmatiqnal, authorities .had

_two means available not regularized by earlier conventions, They .
“could éither attempt to control sources of supply or_they Toould e v B b

T
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sponsor a move 1o increase domestic penalties. for drug-law.viola-
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tions. The OAC decided to concentrate on the second tactic. After

devising a draft convention, the committee called a formal confer-
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ence: for ]une 1936.-Although originally unenthusiastic about ‘the .

proposal, the United States sought additional information about

the scope of the conference. The Department of State hoped to -

broaden tbe agenda. “The American Government considers it im-

. portant,” a department commumque stated, “that the Conference,

consxder prevention.and pumshment of illicit cultxvatlon, _gather-
ing, and production of the _poppy, coca, and_ cannabls "75 The
re@'é‘ﬁppeared to encourage Washmgtons plans “Any delega—
tion at the conference may propose any matter,” declared Eric

Einar Ekstrand, director of the Opium Traffic and Social Questions

Section. The draft conventigp, Ekstrand suggested, merely offered
a basis for discussion. The State Department accordingly made
preparatlons for formal participation at the conference.?®

Before the first session was held it became apparent that the
attempt to enlarge the scope of the conference agenda would
encounter opposition. Peru objected.to further restrictions on coca
leaves—evidently havxn‘g?e—aded,notvto reconsider the role of coca,
in society. Enrique Trujillo Bravo was instructed to reverse the
position Peru had taken on the 1931 convention. He was to amend
Peru’s acceptance of the convention with reservations similar to
those of Bolivia. He also hoped to obtain a quota for manufactured

‘cocaine.”? Dr. Carlos Enrique Paz Sold4n, Vice-Director of the

Pan-American Sanitary Bureau, suggested the change in Peru’s
position. In a pamphlet issued under the auspices of Peru’s Socie-
dad Nacional Agraria, Paz Soldén wrote that exports of coca leaves
and raw cocaine had fallen dramatically since. the.mid-twenties. / As
a result.much_of_the_current coca_crop ) was being consumed c do-
mestlcally If Peru were to restrict coca produchon an_economic,

" crisis would occur. To placate those favoring restrictions, Paz of-

fered several options. Peru might attempt to regulate production
through the creation of a state monopoly. He suggested, too, that

" Peru erect its own facility to manufacture cocaine. Paz envisioned

as well the establishment of a national institute_to study. the impact
_ of coca on Indians, a proposal commensurate with the desires of
“the indigenistas. F inally, he advocated a program to educate the
masses about the possible dangers of coca usage.?®

-Over half the American republics sent delegations to the confer- - - -

ence along with Peru. These included Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Ecua-
dor, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Uruguay, and

B T SRR —
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. . . - 4 s . . . . . - I" \ .
Venezuela. For the United States, Fuller, Anslinger, and Frank S.
Ward, alegal adviser in the State Department, served as represen-

tatives.”® The conference began'with disciission of the first article®

" of the draft convention, which enumerated offenses meriting pun-

ishment. The framers hoped ‘that the threat of severe penalties
would reduce_illicit traffic,"At once Fuller proposed an amend-
ﬁe‘ﬂtf"A]though in agreeméiit with the need ‘to punish_drug of-
fénders;he-did-not-think the offenses should be listed. Instead he .

asked-othei nations to “lifit exclusively to medical and _scientific
pmthmga?ﬁkg}gﬁaga-ﬁbstances to which this Conven-
tiorrrelates:” In turn; Ward explained that the absence of enumer-
ation would make clearer the purpose of the conference. In short,
the_United_States-delegation -had-subtly.asked.for.a. program.of
cultivation restriction in order to control the usage of all |_drugs;
suppression of the illicit trade was not enough. -

In reply Portugal and Great Britain claimed that Fuller’s pro-
posal fundamentally altered the purpose of the conference and
should not be ¢onsidered. Fuller rejoined that any subject could
be introduced as Ekstrand had stated, and noted that his delegation
further wished to discuss “prevention and punishment” of illicit
activities in connection with opium poppies, coca leaves, and can-
nabis.8¢ The burden of Fuller’s argument reflected his country’s
belief that the draft convention added little of substance to previous
international agreements. Uruguay supported the United States,
noting, as we have seen, that the inter-American meeting at Mon-
tevideo in 1933 passed a resolution recommending more compre-
hensive drug controls than those then in existence.®!

~ Portugal remained adamant and sought to eliminate Fuller’s

proposal from additional consideration. This turn of events pre-
sented a serious problem for the United States delegation. If the

" amendment were not considered, Fuller and Anslinger were pre-

pared to refrain from further participation at the conference.82 The
Department of State, mindful of the difficulties caused by such
action a decade earlier, advised against any rash action by the
delegation.” . e e e el .. .. A

" Ultimately a committee was appointed to study Fuller’s proposal =~

and Portugal dropped its challenge to the amendment. The full
conference finally settled the matter by deciding to place the

s Y s g ‘Y. * aiigig e ity
“cultivation restriction” proposal into the Final Act as a recommen-

ey,
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g dation rather than in the text of the convention, After this step was - . the Americal

‘taken the United States delegation confined itself during the re- ~ ~°  ses.”® Indes

: maindér of the conference to occasional observations. At one point, - American ¢o

for example, when discussing whether to usé the words “if willfully ~ ° the United ¢

- committed” in the article advocating punishment for drug law . the conventi

, 77777 offenses, Anslinger made unmistakably clear the position. of his - patterns of 1

.t s -+ .. government concerning such violations. “The work of narcotic aus .+ #+ -~ - - = ' - e

‘thorities would be radically handicapped,” he stated, “if, when
prosecuting for illegal possession, for instance, or for illicit sale, e
they were obliged to prove willful commission.” ® Mere possession -+,

b

... of proscribed. substances served as. presumptive evidence of law -iixz. . L.
vidlation; it was that approach which the State Department and -
; .. Federal Bureau of Nurcotics wanted other nations to adopt.
e 1 The final convention did not reflect the American sentiment.
o - Rather it resembled the preconference draft. In a cable to Wash-
. ington, Fuller and Anslinger charged that countries with minimal
‘ narcotic problems controlled the formulation of the convention. -
Additionally, opium monopoly countries had been especially un-
: cooperative since they feared revenues would fall if any restrictions
b were accepted on opium beyond those already in existence. “It has
R become evident,” the two concluded, “that most European nations
S i are not prepared to sign any convention which would provide for a
) v really effective system [of control].” On June 26, twenty nations
excluding the United States signed the convention. Fuller termed ;
it “a retrograde step” for his country and found its provisions
inadequate.®5 Other American republics signed the pact, including L
Brazil, Cuba, Ecuador, Mexico, Panama, Uruguay, and Venezuela. ]
' Honduras and Peru were not present at the final session. ;
B Years later Anslinger further explained the decision not to sign Y 4
i . the 1936 convention. He noted that it applied only to trade inand .22} ..
S distribution of manufactured narcotics. Such narrowly defined pro-
\ visions meant that it “would afford no Constitutional basis of Fed-
S ‘ eral control of the production of cannabis . . . and the opium
. poppy.” As we shall see presently, control of marijuana was becom- RS
e ing a matter of increasing concern to the bureau. And even though
PR no opium poppies were grown in the United States, the commis-
R sioner’s point was clear: “Provisions of the Convention would
o ~ weaken rather than strengthen the effectiveness of the efforts of

PO
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Control Across.the Border . . .,

United States-Mexican narcotic diplomacy between 1936 and
1940 offers the most demonstrable example of the impact of Wash-
ington’s antidrug policies on relations with other countries. In the
early 1930s the governments in Mexico City and Washington, D.C.
concluded two agreements providing for the exchange of informa-
tion about drug traffic across their common border. By the middle
of 1936, Treasury Department agents had undertaken operations
in Mexico to gather additional information about smuggling activi-
ties. Although occurring on a limited basis, these operations took
place without the concurrence of the administration of President
Lézaro Cirdenas.! The increasing strain in relations between the
two countries over petroleum, commercial policy, and other mat-
ters in the late thirties gave a greater importance to common
antidrug efforts than they might have otherwise enjoyed. From
1936 to 1940 United States drug diplomacy threatened to exacer- ~---~— -~ - -
bate the sensitive state of affairs existing with Mexico and accord-

_ingly brought into question the reciprocal nature of the Good
Neighbor Policy of the Roosevelt administration.2

In November 1936 Ambassador Josephus Daniels, acting as he
sometimes did to lessen tension between the two countries, ques-
tioned the secrecy surrounding the presence of the Treasury agents
in Mexico. In particular Danjels objected to the appearance in the R
Mexico City region of Alvin F. Scharff, the assistant supervising -
customs agent at San Antonio, Texas. The ambassador doubted that

119
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the presence of agents.in Mexico without the knowledge of the . - : . able resy

government there served any useful purpose and might offend the view soo1

Mexicans.3 . unable to

. The activities of the agents may have shown that United States -~ 1 related p:

. officials were dissatisfied with the way Mexico was carrying out the’ been me:

o ‘agreements of 1930 and 1932.4 The Mexican'government, though, . that the -

felt differently about the accords., On October 16, the Weekly News since 19¢

Sheet, published by the publicity department in the Ministry of abuse.12

Foreign Affairs, lauded the joint antinarcotic efforts of the two ° . Availal

- “nations, and éspecially noted the reduction of smuggling through == ‘having lit

the port of Mazatldn,® (It should be noted that Daniels failed to comment

verify the accuracy of the report during a discussion with José constituti

. Siurob, chief of the Department of Public Health.$) were espt

e I Mexico seemed desirous of improving and expanding even fur- aboundec
i . ther its activity against narcotics. In January 1937 Luis G. Franco, committe
- chief of the Alcohol and Narcotic Service of the Public Health de la Gar.
Department, told Daniels that he wanted to meet with United either the

States customs agents at a border city in order to alter the earlier He argue

agreements so that Mexican agents, if need be, could cross the the antid:

border into the United States.? Narcotic authorities in Washington tion. The

rejected the proposal, just as they had turned down a similar Franco h

request some years before.® Border crossings by agents, it seemed, governme

would remain a one-way proposition. commitm
» Although the Mexican officials failed to secure.approval from the While |
- _ United States for border crossings, they took other steps to in- gram, Un
B S ~ crease antidrug activity. Franco and Siurob favored strengthening Marihuan
g sections of the national penal code dealing with illegal narcotics. interestec
.\ N . Such a legislative process would take many months to complete, missioner
R R '; "7 T yet the situation demanded immediate attention. “Mexico is not - marijuan:
B only an important producer of drugs,” the newspaper El Universal In fact, A
R N : observed on February 25, “but .. . also the chief distributing vation of
R L ' center for this continent.” The Public Health Department quickly marijuans
. ‘ expanded the scope of its activities beyond simply a legislative Whether

L response to drug problems. A centralized narcotics administration any more

. _ was planned and set up under Siurob’s direction. Broadly defined, Tello, the
R - the National Auxiliary Committee’s responsibilities consisted of - that mari;

g =<7 - - - devising ways to eliminate illegal narcotic traffic in Mexico.® Soon- elements
s, after operations began in April 1937, El Universal reported that ‘Inarijuana
o the committee was consxdermg thf_c-r_gg____tmm:)i;g_rlg_tlo_na_j_r_u_az_c_o_t_]_c__an are comm
; . : monopoly.10 5 The numi
e " These eforts under Siurob’s direction elicited a generally favor- = Whatex

. 4

U R S U R
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wledge of the

able response .from United States personnel in Mexico.1! Their

ght offend the . view soon changed, however. In at least two_instances Daniels was l
o unable to substantiate Mexican claims,¢ of success in handling drug-
Umted States — 1 rmlems The matter of smuggling at Mazatl4n has already
rrying “out the A been mentioned. He also could not verify a government assertion
ment, though, = **{ . that ‘the incidence of addiction’ in'Mexico had fallen  dramatically
> Weekly News /- since 1935. In fact, a story in Excélsior reported a rise in drug
1e Ministry of =~ - - abuse.12 -
ts of the two . Available evidence suggests that Mexico’s antidrug activity was
gling through — -+ having little discernible effect upon domestic conditions. Excélsior =~
niels failed to . . commented that for the campaign to be successful both the federal
ion with José - constitution and penal code would require amending. Changes
) A were especially necessary in the nation’s prisons, where drug usage
ding even fur- i abounded.3 Not everyone agreed that the newly formed national
nis G. Franco, . committee was the proper agency to handle the situation. Angel
Public Health ' de la Garza Brito, who headed the rural hygiene program, felt that
t with United R either the Treasury or Interior Department should be in charge.
ter the earlier “ He argued that as long as the Public Health Department controlled
ould cross the L the antidrug effort, political rivalry would supersede effective ac-
in Washington o tion. The accuracy of this allegation seems doubtful. During 1937
own a similar ' Franco had achieved a cooperative relationship among various
nts, it seemed, . government bureaus, and thus strengthened Mexico’s antinarcotic
' commitment and effort.14
roval from the While Mexico was endeavoring to improve its drug control pro-
er steps to in- B gram, United States officials were advocating passage of the 1937
strengthening T Marihuana Tax Act. The Bureau of Narcotics therefore became
egal narcotics. - interested in Mexico’s marijuana policy. Through_Daniels,.Com-,
s to complete, ' 2 missioner Anslinger learned. that.Mexico restricted the growing of]
‘Mexico is not - ‘rﬁé’ﬁjuanawg;‘ - hemp, for rope fiber w1thout proper authorization, 15} - -
r El Universal ~ 3 Tn fact, Article 202 of the Mexican Health Code forbade the culti- I
ef distributing ] vation of Indian hemp. Other provisions of the code outlawed
rtment quickly marijuana possession, sale, use, and any form of commerce.1€
y a legislative ; Whether the restrictions were effective cannot be determined with
administration v any more precision for Mexico than for the United States. Manuel
-oadly defined, Tello, the Mexican representative to the OAC in Geneva, claimed
s consisted of . that marijuana smoking took place primarily among the criminal
Mexico.? Soon - -] elements in his country. Excélsior saw no reason to minimize
“reported that ' marijuana’s suspected dangers: “Many of the crimes of blood . . .
tional narcotic are committed under the pathological influence of marihuana . .
The number is beyond count.”?
enerally favor- - Whatever the extent of cannabis usage or the effectiveness of

SUNIN S e e U — S / N
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122 CHAPTER 6

drug confr'(‘)l an administrative change in February 1938 inter-
rupted the work of the Public Health Department. Siurob resigned
as department chief to become governor of the Federal District of

Mexico City, and Franco left the Federal Narcotics Service for a
" position with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.1® These changes -

ended the first phase of United States-Mexican narcotic diplomacy
between 1936 and 1940. thle Mexico’s attempts to enhance its
antidrug activity had not yet produced noticeable results, a process,
was underway which presaged the government’s being more criti-
c‘"a.l‘ﬁfdrug abuse. Just as promising from the United States point of
“View Was México’s desire to work more closely with Washington to
halt the northward flow of illegal substances. To that end, Siurob
and Franco had met in 1937 with H. S. Creighton, supervising
customs agent at San Antonio, to discuss coordinating their coun-
tries’ antidrug efforts along the border.!® But by the time the
Mexicans had left office, no formal plans had been agreed upon.

Leonidas Andreu Almazin succeeded Siurob at the Public
Health Department, and Leopoldo Salazar Viniegra took Franco’s
place at the Federal Narcotics Service. Salazar had earned a good
reputation in Mexico as a result of his work with addicts in the
national mental health hospital.20 Shortly after taking office, he
met with customs agent Creighton. Mexico, he stated, could only
reduce the flow of illegal drugs through government controlled
distribution, with the aid of an expanded antidrug educational
campaign, and through the construction of more hospitals to treat
addiction. Salazar did not underestimate the dlﬁ‘iculty of the task.

“It is impossible to break up the traffic in drugs,” he told Creigh-
ton, on, - because of the corruption of the police and special agents and
also because of the wealth and political influence of some of the
traffickers.”21 During the meeting Salazar mentioned that he did
fiot consider it his duty to act as a policeman in supervising drug
control activity.22 In so doing, he implicitly warned that his policy
on control would probably not parallel that of the United States to
the same extent as his predecessors’.

Despite the obstacles he envisioned 1mped1ng effective drug
control, Salazar seems to have favored the continuation of cooper-
ation with the United States. He requested the assistance of cus-

: CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8
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'}
siurob re51gned
leral District of
s Service for a

toms agents in the destruction of opium poppy fields growing in

- the states of Sonora and Sinaloa. An'agent from Texas observed the
burningof a number of fields in April.23 ‘

Such cooperative activity failed to prevent doubts about Salazar’s
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_antidrug commitment from arising within the United States. Be- ™ "%~
fore Salazar had completed two months in oﬂice, Creighton and . ’
Thomas H. Lockett, a cornmercial attaché serving in Mexico City,

were complaining to ‘José ‘Siurob about the narcotic chiefs lax

attitude toward drug control. The charges against Salazar were
unspecified, but the reason for the criticism must have stemmed .
from hls approach to drug law enforcement.?4 Were Salazar to .
mlmmlze the punitive -aspect of his antidrug activity, Mexico’s
program for control would become markedly different from Wash-
ington’s. (During deliberations over the Marihuana Tax Act, United
States officials reiterated their belief in punitive treatment for the
.nonmedical and nonscxenuﬁc use of drugs.25)

Before the end of 1938 Salazar began to chart a course that
produced further displeasure in Washington. Proposed revisions in
the federal toxicomania regulations gave the Public Health Depart-
ment the authority to establish methods of treatment for addicts
and to create hospitals or dispensaries for their care. Entrance into
the facilities would be voluntary. Most important, the regulations,
@_gluégg_g proposal, calling. for.thé.formation.of. a1state.monopoly/
for_the sale.of.drugs.2¢

" In rea reaction, R. Walton Moore, counselor of the State Depart-
ment, wrote Daniels that the contemplated change in regulations,
particularly the provision for drug sale by the government, “occa-
sions no little concern to authorities in the United States.” Judging
from the short-lived and disappointing experience with dispensing _
clinics nearly two decades earlier, officials in Washington con-
cluded that implementation of the new Mexican regulations would
wltably lead to an increase in_the illicit_drug trade, As Moore
put it bprder. dispensation.would “nullify the efforts being made
on the American side to,suppress,the, abuse,of narcotic.drugs.” In

1
t

United States to “’:g, sum, ambulatory treatment of addiction, by._placing.drugs-in.the
= hands of addicts, would create the very situation officials.in Wash-
g eﬂechve drug : ington believed led to.illicit-drug-traffic=Only strict supervision of -
jation of cooper- '?‘ ] commerce in drugs and confinement of addicts could eliminate the -
ssistance of cus- - % trade.27-- o S :
) . ._.r ":.'2’ ‘ X
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.The disquiet Salazar was creating in the minds of United States .

tion, wc
officials increased further with the appearance of his article, “El control,
- - Mito de la Marijuana.” The fourteen-year study detailed wide-. - - Mexic,
.. spread marijuana smoking by Mexico’s lower classes, yet Salazar problen:
..-7 7 7 had not uncovered evidéncé.of: psychoses,resulhngfromm : " of laige
i stk e .
cannabis. Any deleterious effects, he argued, were psychologically He felt
indiiced, . He also _claimed that_marijuana,usage, did not_provoke from th,
criminal 1mpulses and in fact created fewer socvl’a_lh problems than governni
Bt . _ﬂmhol abuse, Salazar’s doubts.about the harmfulness.of.  marijuana-- addictio
SN §tood in sharp oontrast to the position taken by.the Bureau.of, - addict a
Bt o arcohcs durmg dlSCUSSlODS of the 1937 Marihuana. Tax-Act:28 The
! "“Criticisms of Salazar’s ﬁndmgs appeared at once. A derogatory change
editorial was published by El Universal on October 22. Two days ran cout
later the paper printed.an.article.by.Manuel.Guevara.Oropesasm o, develop
head "of the Mexican_Association_of Neurology,.and..Psychiatry, R the Uni
disputing Salazar’s conclusions. Next, Excélsior reported that many i express
officials in the Public Health Department also disagreed with the tively si
contentions 'in Salazar’s article. For the United States, Consul Ansling.
General James Stewart suggested that ridicule would provide the prevent:
best means of combatting “the dangerous theories of Dr. Salazar ¥ cerned v
Viniegra.” And Bureau of Narcotics chief Anslinger reiterated his Anslinge
“agency’s unequivocal opposition to marijuana by referring to it as - fight ag:
“the deadly drug.”2® When the article appeared in the December - Such
issue of Criminalia, the editors felt compelled to print as a coun- - United
terbalance to Salazar’s piece an antimarijuana study completed in availabl.
D 1931. The view of marijuana presented in that article approximated the inci
S ‘ the position of the Bureau of Narcotics.3¢ cating t
B Salazar, supported-by-other.research on manjuanalm,Mexloo 3. from a~
AERE sought to refute his critics. The proposed alterations in the federal & ington,
R regulatlons he explained, stemmed from the generally inefficient X addicts
‘ and often selective enforcement of prior antinarcotic laws in Mex-  #F represe:
ico. Salazar, it seems, did not question the propriety of antidrug_ -1 States. "
- achv1ty, but differed with other officials in his,own country and the,, 2. the gov
; U,B},Ed States over the best way of ﬁghtmg dmg problems He ¥ punitive
' - described all existing international agreements on narcotics, such 3 United
-- - as the 1931 Geneva Convention, .as “practically without effect.” . .8 propose
+ Hlegal drug traffic was “surreptitiously tolerated, if not encouraged,, . . Notc
by those same’ & countries which have agreed to.suppress.it.; Thus -3 had Ma
Mexico, to reduce smiuggling and control the domestic drug situa- A8 meeting

".".“.: Prala il}'.".‘.. - ST Tt ST oI TTELTLLT AT TTIoTIT T e
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-tion, would experiment
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4 xperimernit with a’ relatively untested .measure for ™
control, thié national narcotic monopoly. o

Mexico's experience convinced.Salazar that the solution to drug,

problem s did not rest with the_ jailing of addicts or-the-expenditure

. oflarge sums from the national treasury.to track elusive smugglers:s

He Telt that United States antidrug efforts, for_example, suffered
from this overly punitive and costly approach, Salazar wanted
governments 1o alter their traditional perceptions of addicts and
addiction. This meant revising,_he.declared, “the concept of the .. _.
addict as a blameworthy, antisocial individual. ™2 % T
“The United States was not prepared to make such a fundamental
change3h 3ts drug. control philosophy. Indeed, Salazar’s position
ran counter to Washington’s foreign and domestic drug policies as
developed during the previous twenty-five years. In the view of
the United States, drugs were not to be dispensed for other than
express medical and scientific needs. By adhering to this decep-
tively simple formula every nation would insure cooperation, in
Anslinger’s words, with “other nations in the common effort to
prevent the abuse of narcotic drugs.” As the country most con-
cerned with effective drug control, the United States had the duty,
Anslinger felt, to supervise the vigilance of other countries in the
fight against narcotics. 33
Such a self-appointed task would seem to suggest success by the
United States in its own struggle with drugs. Salazar held that
available information offered an opposite conclusion. Arguing that
the incidence of recidivism remained high, he_cited statistics indi-
cating the withdrawal of more than three-fourths of the patients
from a voluntary program at the federal narcotics hospital in Lex- _
ington, Kentucky. He also estimated that the thirteen hundred
aMmed as prisoners at Lexington for drug law violations
represented barely 1 percent of the addict population in the United
States. The remainder, he felt, had been virtually abandoned by
the government to illegal drug merchants, the result of overly
punitive narcotic policies.34 By attacking the antidrug efforts of the
United States, Salazar hoped to dissipate criticism of his own

proposed regulatory changes.

Not content merely with'a defense of his plans at home, Salazar ~
had Manuel Tello elaborate upon the proposals at the May 1939
meeting of the Opium Advisory Committee meeting in Geneva.

e
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Tello, after promising thé continuation of Mexico’s antidrug effort, "
reiterated Salazar’s statement that addicts would only be able to ° o
acquire ‘drugs from official dispensaries or state-licensed physi- /=7~
cians. The principal reactions to Tello’s remarks came from dubious """,
.United States and Canadian representatives who.condemned drug: .+« 2~
dispensation schemes and advocated stricter supervision by Mexico
of intercourse in narcotics. For the United States, Stuart J. Fuller
asked Mexico to postpone for one year promulgation of the contro-
versial regulations. Harry Anslinger, also in attendance, minced no.. ..
'words reminding Tello that drug addicts “were criminals first and .
addicts afterwards.” He doubted as well whether Mexico’s pro-

posed action would be acceptable under the 1931 Geneva Conven-

tion. Tello responded by reading a letter from Salazar defending

the changes, but promised nonetheless to convey to his govern- Ty
ment Fuller’s request for a delay in their promulgation.35 '
The pressure put upon Salazar by foreign and domestic critics to B
alter the nature of his antidrug activity so that it would conform At
more closely to that of the United States led to his departure from =~ '
the Public Health Department in August 1939. He was replaced :
by Heberto Alc4zar, public health director of the Federal District.
Also, José Siurob returned to his former position as head of the
Public Health Department, taking the place of Almaz4n, who while
in office played a subordinate role to Salazar.36 S
Consul General Stewart applauded the change in personnel,
noting that the “weakness and indifference” of Almaz4n had allowed v !
Salazar “to advance his wild theories regarding narcotics and nar- A
cotic addicts.” A representative of the Rockefeller Foundation .in -

. Mexico, Charles A. Bailey, told Stewart that Alcizar was “a man _..__‘._

who will do just what he is told and will follow the policy which
Dr. Siurob will outline.”” With Salazar’s departure another phase )
of United States—-Mexican narcotic diplomacy came to a close. = -
Domestic disputes over his policies and contention with the United
States over proposed drug law enforcement changes marked Sala-
zar’s eighteen months in office. His critics never tried to assess
dispassionately the plans he hoped would improve antinarcotic
activity in Mexico. As a result, he spent considerable time defend-
ing himself rather than putting his ideas into operation.38 That a ~
national narcotic monopoly would provoke controversy in the 1930s
is undeniable; but that it contravened the 1931 Geneva Convention
seems less certain, despite the assertions of United States officials
“to the contrary. Whether a monopoly would have successfully
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.. .. The return to office of José Siurob,seemed to promise a rebirth . -. .. .
- of Mexican-United States antinarcotic endeavors. Ambassador
Daniels commented that under Siurob’s earlier tenure relations
had been cordial, but under Almazin “the spirit of cooperation was'
lacking.” Siurob asked for a copy of the drug control regulations of . _
the'United States Public Health Service, and intimated to Daniels .
that he would like to-establish in Mexico a control system similar
to that found in the southern United States. Frequent talks with
H. S. Creighton about drug law enforcement likely influenced
Siurob’s thinking on narcotic control.3?
The American impact upon Siurob’s antinarcotic beliefs became
more evident in November in Mexico at the annual convention of N
the Pacific Coast International Association of Law Enforcement It}
Officials. In an address to the gathering, Siurob depicted drug
users in terms similar to those employed by United States officials.
Addicts were_individuals_“constitutionally or_educationall y_una-
dapted to the struggle for life; . the.restless.not satisfied .with_a
straight and noble mode.of living,.... -~the.weak.minds seduced by ;
mysterious_and_unknown_pleasures.” Drug.usage.demonstrated
“deficiencies_of will power.~_In, concluding.his remarks,_Siurob
praised  the_leading.role.of .the -United -States~in-its-continuing
struggle with drugs.4° His words suggested that he was intent upon
tru 1}
promoting closer ties between Mexico City and Washington in
their antidrug activities,. - -~ . e -
~ Siurob’s address, although showing a firm commitment against
addiction, belied the nature of the policy he would seek to enforce.
Drug problems in Mexico ranging from individual usage to smug-
gling were producing much concern among officials in the health
department. In an attempt to combat the situation, new drug /
regulations had been promulgated on October 23 prior to the . s
convention of law officials, but surprisingly, these statutes were ity
virtually the same as those put forth by Salazar Viniegra.9t -~ -~ ) ’ i
— - ~Sturob hoped that the change™in policy would not elicit™an ™~
adverse reaction from Washington. He felt that cooperation in
antinarcotic work between the two governments remained not only
desirable, but possible. He continued to apprise United States
representatives of progress in the campaigns against opium and
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rharijuana.42 Siurob then imﬁouh_céd that he would attend a public’ : posed legislati
health directors” conference scheduled for Washington in May . followed in all
1940. He also asked Commissioner Anslinger to visit Mexico to  -——— tional narcotics
discuss the training of narcotic agents in order to deal more effec- ~ * iseworthy,”he
tively with smuggling. 43 - - oot e e e, . for the purposi

The Department of State favored a trip by Anslinger since a -
meeting “should result in a better understanding on the part of o
competent Mexican authorities of the aims and policies . . . being " *
pursued by the United States.™ Daniels thought that March would -- e
be a good time for Anglinger’s visit since it was shortly before the -~ -
start of the public health conference in Washington.4¢ On February
17, 1940, however, ‘the trip and, more important, the
Mexican-United States antidrug effort Siurob desired were seri- :
ously jeopardized. The new statutes creating a national drug mo- S
nopoly and providing addicts with increased access to narcotics had
finally taken.effect-45 - ' ‘
© Anslinger at once informed the State Department that he would
embargo all shipments of medicinal drugs to Mexico. A 1935
amendment to the Narcotic Drugs Import and Export Act of 1922
authorized such action by the commissioner. Under the Jaw.dsugs.
could only be exported to_countries for.explicit.medical and scien-
tific_purposes. _This stipulation, did .not..include.the.ambulatory.
treatment for addiction.which,Mexico.was: about-to.undertake,46 b

State Department officials had received advance information
that the regulations would become law. To have taken no position
on them would have constituted tacit acknowledgment that they
were acceptable. Authorities in Washington’s drug policy hierarchy

*~ could not allow this unless they intended to reexamine their own — ——

restrictive and punitive methods of control. No top-level official |
was prepared to do that. e

To explicate his government’s position on the Mexican regula- ;

f
tions, "Stuart Fuller prepared a lengthy memorandum. Mexico . §
could call drug dispensation by physicians “medical use,” he stated, UL
but the United States found such a definition inconsistent with the ¢

meaning of the term defined in various international antinarcotic

Central Opium Board in Geneva would regard drug dispensation L
through a national monopoly as a violation of the 1931 convention. Y
No major country except Mexico was trying to handle its drug E
problem with a state monopoly. “The plan envisaged by the pro-
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attend a public” .. . posed legislation,” Fuller wroté. “differs completely from'thosé * *<.f- =\ R
ngton in May . ... .  followedin all countries in the world which are parties to interna- v
sisit Mexico to--——=2% —  tional narcotics conventions.” Even if Mexican,actions were ‘pras.
eal more effec- -~ * iseworthy,” he.continued,.supplying-addicts with narcotics “merely, " °
pos e e, - for the purposeof satisfying their cravings_could.not.be.regarded. . . PR

; by the Commissioner@filiig@@g@@&bgmjsfe}h% constituting
A distribution for abusive use. .., .” % -« T e

~. ~ Anslinger's embargo on medicinal drug exports therefore coin- " --
‘cided-with the State Department’s .view, .in Fuller’s words, “of .

" settled international policy.” In sum, the commissioner could not

IV A .
slinger 'since a
| v "/

on the part of -
icies . . . being "~ e
at March would— %2
srtly before the ‘{*f' 3

44 On February - -5;;5, . issue export permits withiout breaking United States law and con-
jportant, the g travening the 1931 Geneva Convention. Anslinger followed the
ired were seri- S embargo with the cancellation of his trip to meet with Siurob.48
Honal drug mo- S But because officials in Washington hoped that the Mexican gov-
to narcotics had - ernment might be induced to reverse its policy, no public state-
_ i ments were issued detailing United States opposition or Anslinger’s
t that he would " actions.®® - . : T -
fexico. A 1935 % i Mexico mildly protested the embargo, but no diplomatic rift
port Act of 1922 Ty occurred. In fact, Siurob tried hard to reconcile Mexico’s differ-
r the law drugs e ences with the United States. First, he met with Creighton to
dical and scien- ' ~ discuss ways of combating a recent increase in smuggling. One
the ambulatory - means considered by the two men was allowing health department
o undertake.4¢ ¥ officials to act as policemen in drug-related matters.5° Next, in
nce information - ( conversations with Daniels and Stewart on March 14 the public

health chief made a compelling offer. Mexico, he observed, was

ken no position
prepared to suspend those portions of the new regulations found

yment that they

policy hierarchy ;} h most objectionable by the United States. Siurob promised to seek
amine their own ¥ suppression of the provision allowing drug dispensation to addicts

by licensed doctors. As a gesture of reconciliation, he suggested
the formation of a bilateral commission to study border narcotic

top-level official ol
. 3
3 problems. Siurob hoped that Anslinger would demonstrate a simi-

Mexican regula- v'.pf
andum. Mexico M ¢ lar desire to settle the contentious matter. Throughout his discus- 4l
luse,” he stated, 3 sions with Daniels and Stewart the Mexican official reiterated his / : g

commitment to a strong antinarcotic policy. His ultimate aim, he
said, was to reduce domestic addiction and to render smuggling
unprofitable.5! LT i

Daniels found merit in Siurob’s plan to alléviate the dispute. The =~
1931 convention. ambassador thought that his government might show some appre-
handle its drug - ciation of Mexican intentions by suspending the prohibition on
aged by the pro---—=32%- - —.-...medicinal exports.52 Siurob, Daniels noted, was “greatly disturbed

nsistent with the :

onal antinarcotic . . -
the Permanent

rug dispensation
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* and would-like to.find a' way of cooperation.”. The Mexican even

" iaintain good relations with Mexico: Anslinger’s reply to Siurob’s - .

 sessions for Mexico were Siurob and an English-speaking assistant,
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asked, without success, for an interview with Dr. Thomas Parran, e

Surgeon General of the United States Public Health Service.53 As B
was often the case during his tenure in Mexico City, Josephus — "
Daniels had again surpassed officials in Washington in his efforts to .

conciliatory offer provides a case in point. The commissioner mat-
ter-of-factly told Fuller that the proper way to determine legitimate
drug uSage was to ascertain if the usage was “lawful under interna- "
tional agréements,” meaning—in the view of the United States—
circumscribed medical and scientific use. Fuller and Anslinger
found Siurob’s offer too vague to warrant a more receptive re-
sponse. The Treasury Department wanted to send the commis-
sioner’s blunt statement of policy to the Mexican government, but
the Division ‘of American Republics in the State Department .,
quashed the idea, noting that “the memorandum . .'. might also v
give offense.”4. o ' :

Herbert Bursley of State proposed a compromise which would
let Siurob rescind the regulations and still maintain his integrity at
home. Bursley felt that there should be no hint of pressure from
Washington on Siurob. He volunteered to tell the Mexican consul
that “it might be well for Dr. Siurob to announce that he cannot
carry out his program because of the worldwide shortage of narcot-
ics caused by the European war and that therefore he is suspending
or cancelling the regulations in question.”s5

By the time Siurob arrived in Washington in May for the Fourth
Congress of Health Directors of Pan-American Countries, he had
done what he could to improve relations over narcotics with the
United Statés. His temporary suspension of much of the new
narcotic code left Public Health Department clinics as the sole
dispensing stations in Mexico.56 On May 4 and 7; prior to the
opening of the meeting of the health directors, discussions about
the Mexican drug control regulations took place. Present at the

Dr. José Zozaya of the Institute of Hygiene in Mexico City. Anslin-
ger, Fuller, Bursley, Dr. Lawrence Kolb, and John W. Bulkley of - -
the Customs Bureau Division of Investigations-and Patrol repre-
sented the United States. . - - I
Siurob found himself on the defensive during the first session. _
Implementing the regulations, he stated, concluded a process be- ;
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"gun before he took office. He personally. felt that the action might .
have been premature, although he noted that the new program-.

had achieved some success. For instance, the first Public Health

City, Josephus Department clinic in Mexico City placed under government care” -
Jin his efforts to- ... ;. over 700 of the 4,000 addicts in the capital. When Anslinger asked _
eply to Siurob’s » who provided the remainder with drugs, Siurob agreed that they
ymissioner mat- " 7., probably obtained their drugs illegally. At the close of the session
mine legitimate _ the public health chief received from Anslinger a copy of the
| under interna- """ | ‘memorandum in which the commissioner had tersely outlined the _
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United States conception of legitimate narcotic usage. Privately, -
officials urged Zozaya, who concurred with their drug control phi-

_losophy, to explain further Washington’s position to his superior.57

The problem was not that Siurob remained equivocal about his
stand against drug abuse. In his address to the Pacific Coast Inter-
national meeting the previous fall, he displayed a resolve similar to
that of his counterparts in the United States. Rather, like Salazar
Viniegra, Siurob felt it worthwhile to explore a national narcotic
monopoly as a means of combatting illegal drug activity in prefer-
ence to the less flexible system espoused in Washington. Mexican
officials were not as convinced as United States authorities that a
state monopoly would worsen the drug situation or that it violated
international agreements.

As the second session of the talks began in Fuller’s office on May
7, Siurob had evidently reevaluated his position on the new regu-
lations. “The Mexican regulations [are] entirely wrong,” he de-
clared, indicating that the drug control policy of the United States
was a more appropriate response to the existing problem. Siurob

_promised immediate suspension of the regulations still in effect,

but warned that he could not publicize the policy change. The
sensitive nature of Mexican—-United States relations, arising espe-
cially out of the petroleum disputes of the late 1930s, would leave
the government, in the midst of 'an electoral campaign, vulnerable
to charges that the United States, as Siurob put it, was “dictating
again.”

The Mexican’s fear of United States pressure and the reaction it

was likely to occasion had some basis in reality. Bureau of Narcotics -

chief Anslinger closed the talks by telling Siurob that only formal - <~ - -

suspension of the controversial regulation would permit him to
resume authorizing drug exports to Mexico. With this declaration

the narcotlc pollcy talks ended In seekmg an accommodatlon over

Declassified in Part - Sanltlzed Copy Approved for Release 2013/07/25 : CIA-RDP98-01394R000200090001-8




Sl e
]

policy ddferences as Siurob and Danjels wished, the Mexican
government made considerable ' éoncessions while the United

States did little to reciprocate. In fact, Siurob was unable to extract

from Anslinger and his colleagues even a verbal pledge to intensify

_CHAPTER6_____

~ cooperative act1v1ty in the 1mportant re_glon around El Paso and -
. Ciudad Judrez. 58 ey ' ‘ RN

The conclusion of the Washmgton discussions brought toan end
the final segment of United States—Mexican drug diplomacy be-
‘tween 1936 and 1940. The United States had been successful in its

" attempt to get Mexico to reconsider the nature of its drug control -+ s

policy. Future antinarcotic collaboration was likely to proceed

- along lines set forth by officials in Washington. As Herbert Gaston
. of the Treasury Department told Secretary Henry Morgenthau: “1

had a very pleasant conversation with Dr. Siurob and his associate
Dr. Zozaya . . . They are completely won over to our method of
handling the narcotics problem and ask our continued help and
advice.” Gaston concluded: “This is a notable victory for Harry
Anslinger."5? Anslinger’s sense of achievement must have increased
two months later on July 3 when Diario Oficial published a decree
suspending indefinitely the February regulations. Thereafter,
Mexican addicts would be dealt with under the more punitive
statutes of September 1931.6°

José Siurob, who held ultimate responsibility for the care of
Mexico's addicts, may have had misgivings about the outcome of
the talks in Washington. Shortly after his return home, but before
publication of the governmental decree, he wrote Creighton and
attributed the change in policy directly to the discussions. Creigh-
ton’s reply referred to “your conclusions with respect to the control -
of illicit narcotics in Mexico.”®! On the same day that he wrote
Siurob, Creighton sent the following note to Washmgton and en-
closed copies of the two letters:

Realizing the position the Bureau [of Narcotics] has taken
with Dr. Siurob, I am very happy to now have the letter of
June 17th in which he states that he has finally come to
recognize the inefficacy of their experiment to control narcotic

" drugs by administering same directly to the addicts. While I~~~

believe that Dr. Siurob has taken this position now because of
the manner in which the situation was presented to him while
in Washmgton _you wdl observe from the enclosed tbat Iam

sy e e _ e
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- thoughts Siurob may have entertained about the change in policy. - -

Control Across the Border

- trying to convince him that he has made this change of his
own volition. 2 : - -

The hpubl'iéati'c.)xllubf the decree rendered moot whatever second

" Between 1936 and 1940 the United States had successfully re- P
shaped Mexican narcotic policy. Nominally, it would conform more
closely to the legalistic-punitive policy espoused and followed by -
the Uzllited States. The exertions of Anslinger, Fuller, and their————-——-
colleagues helped force from office a dedicated public servant, -
Leopoldo Salazar Viniegra. Moreover, since their actions led to
intervention in Mexican affairs, the reality of the professed Good
Neighbor Policy of the Roosevelt administration must in this in-
stance be brought into question. Had the drug control program of
the United States been measurably more effective than it appar-
ently was, the interference with Mexican policy might have been
more understandable if no less objectionable from Mexico’s point
of view. Such was not the case, however. .

Throughout the 1930s officials in Washington arrogated to them-
selves a leading position in hemispheric activity. Because of the
lengthy history of paternalism toward Latin America and as a result
of Mexico’s proximity to the United States, this self-delegation of
leadership and assumption of moral superiority led to intervention
in Mexican affairs. Anslinger and others never questioned the
propriety of that interference. In the context of the disputes be-
tween the two countries in the late 1930s, the politics and diplo-
macy of drug control could have exacerbated an already sensitive
situation. That it did not do so is testimony to the antinarcotic ——————
commitment of José Siurob and his desire, along with that of
Josephus Daniels, to reach an accommodation over the narcotic
policy differences between their two governments.
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not match United States standards of strictness—must have pleased
officials in Washington. A Peruvian decree in November 1943
required all cocaine producers to sell to the government stocks, .
“exceedinga one year’s supply. The next spring the government
even seriously considered the creation of a state monopoly to
control cocaine. But there were obstacles. Eight or ten producers
were maintaining their operations and did not want their permits
revoked. They argued that they were performing a service by
stockpiling cocaine during periods when there was an abundant
coca teaf harvest. Still, the government’s rationale for monopoly
was that authorities were having to rely on the honesty of these
producers to provide production statistics which the government
could not verify.  Despite this, the monopoly did not come into
existence during the war, 36
Officials in Washington would have preferred some form of
limitation at the source rather than a monopoly. But if there had to
be one, a state monopoly for the production and sale of coca leaves,
and not cocaine, would be preferable. Extensive supervision_of
coca cultivation instead of cocaine production was unlikely though.
Despite the increased government activity resulting from wartime
exigencies, the enforcement of Peruvian drug laws was not uniform
through the mid-forties. Viglators, especially_drug_sellers, often
received lenient treatment, Near the end of the war a change in
‘policy may have been in the offing. A key official in Peru’s narcotics
bureau told Julian Greenup that Peruvian authorities regretted the
lack of a mandatory sentence for drug traffickers. But no evidence
suggests that any changes were forthcoming.37

Drug problems in Mexico had always posed more difficulties for
the United States than similar problems in the other Latin Ameri-
can states, for Mexico was after all a contiguous neighbor. Geo-
graphical proximity—and wartime—were not the only shaping
elements of the relationship between the two countries. Also sig-
nificant were political antagonisms originating at the time of the
Mexican Revolution and the differing ways in which each society
viewed drug use. But Mexico’s renewed antidrug commitment,
arising out of the discussions in Washington in May 1940 between
United States and Mexican officials, had helped to minimize these
difficulties. As administrations in Mexico changed from that of

R
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Cérdenas to Avila Camacho, Anslinger, H. S. Creighton, and the
others most concerned with the situation could only wait and see if -
LN = .- the level of cooperation would remain the same, T
T " Several indications appeared late in the year suggesting that .. .
their hopes would not be realized. In December, Creighton asked
o for and received permission from his superiors to_resume the
Y prictice of sending operatives into Mexico to aid in the tracking of
diug smugglers.% At the same time, a scandal arose. within-Mex- .~
'ico’s narcotic bureaucracy. Excélsior reported allegations of irregu- ‘
-1ar_practices in thé health’ department, including high-level,
complicity in the drug trade. The arrest of an attorney, José Per-
donio Benftez, helped Tarcotics police discover numerous forged
authorizations for excessive drug imports. Large quantities of these
drugs, it was believed, ended up in the illicit traffic.

Suspicion about the irregularities had surfaced in July when the :
League of Nations released statistics showing that Mexico was e
exceeding its import allotment for the year..Officials in the Federal
District subsequently learned of a delivery of 150 grams of cocaine
to Perdonio. Two men who had previously served in the govern-
ment, Albert P. Léon as secretary general of public welfare and
Francisco Bassols in the Office of Control of Medicine and Phar-
macopoeia, denied granting the order for the delivery of the co-
caine. The order had been questioned because the Department of
Public Health employed a special form for all consignments over
five grams. Perdonio refused to divulge how he obtained the
required signatures. Following his arrest, the Department of Pub-
lic Health ordered all suspicious narcotic imports halted and re-
stricted the granting of import ‘authorizations. As Excélsior
reported, illegal purchases continued—on proper forms which had
obviously been altered.3® _ .

. In his defense, Léon declared that the order found in Perdonio’s :
possession was false. The order was supposedly issued to Dr. o
Heberto Alcizar, former chief of the Federal Narcotics Service. Yet
Léon claimed that a different name, that of a woman, appeared on \
the order stub found in the office where Bassols worked. He - - foe
further declared his and Bassols’s signatures on the order to be -
forgeries.4® Alcazar, trying to clear his name, told his friends at the -
United States Consulate General that he had done nothing irregu-

lar. He concluded that someone wanted to discredit him and others

formerly attached to the Department of Public Health. Alcizar felt = - - -
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. that -Pas"cuaj.?Sﬁnche'z' Anaya, chief of the narcotics police, might be
. responsible. Sénchez had previously worked for Alcdzar and ill

feelings existed between the two. In fact, Alcizar thought that

Sénchez might be a major participant in the illegal activities the

, narcotics police had uncovered.4! e
Allegations of complicity againstAlcazar worried officials in the

. United States, for high-level corruption in the government would

“only serve to increase drug smuggling. Were the charges true,

N . . ) ' -

Anslinger and the State Department would be fo766d o conclude

mﬁt‘théfsf’iiﬁﬁiﬁﬂ%raéﬁgﬁc0£Z6dopemﬁQg ‘which JéserSiurobjl‘é&: o

behind was_fraudulent.~Against this background, customs agent

vin Scharff visited the new public health director in mid-Decem-
ber. Dr. Victor Fernandez Manero told Scharff that he intended to
eliminate any illegal or questionable activities in his department.
Ferndndez Manero admitted the potential seriousness of the scan-
dal, but felt that the situation might provide its own remedy since
a change in administrations and personnel was under way.42 Signif-
icantly, the day after the Fernindez-Scharff discussion, Excélsior
printed a story entitled, “The Narcotics Traffic Scandal Increases.”
Perdonio Benitez had revealed information further implicating
Alcizar in the illegal activity. He possessed a note naming Alcdzar

as a key figure in the scandal, and an agent of the narcotics police,
had re ortedly.verified the. note’s-authenticity. To this charge
Klcazar replied that a careful check of Department of Public Health
records would remove all suspicion from him.43

As the year ended, the future course and effectiveness of narcotic
control in Mexico seemed in question. Important officials in both

the Cirdenas and Avila Camacho administrations suffered from

damaged reputations. Reports from several regions in the country

indicated an increase in smuggling. In some border areas, for
example, where vegetable _farming.had.failed.to_produce_a_good.
income, opium_poppies_were. being.planted. . Smuggling. would
naturally follow. 44 , .

One Titigating factor in this situation was the avowed desire of
Fernandez Manero for cooperation with the United States—the
only way smuggling could be reduced.®s Officials in Washington

had no reason to question his sincerity, and rather hoped to bolster "

his commitment. Creighton arranged to go to Mexico City to talk
with Fernindez Manero about the illicit traffic, while the United
States govem@enngggggqgﬁx the uncertainty of

2

the situation
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in Mexico, tempoi'aﬁly removed the narcotic agents_operating_
there.4® Discussions took place early in February. One topic was
destruction of the opium crop. Creighton expressed disappoint-

Yet both he and Fernandez Manero knew that destruction was not
' possible without the assistance of local officials.4” The Mexican
. public health director told Creighton that he intended to supervise
crop destruction of opium and marijuana plants in Baja California
later in the month.48 B
During the talks Creighton sought formal approval from the
Avila Camacho administration for the continued presence of United
States drug agents in Mexico. All prior agreements had been
informal, Creighton’s translator William K. Ailshie, vice consul at
Mexico City, favored formalization because of the uneven record of
drug control in Mexico. “The Federal Narcotics Service in Mexico
City,” he said, “does not have facilities to prevent the cultivation of
poppy and marijuana plants throughout the Republic or the man-
ufacture of opium derivatives, not to mention the illegal introduc-
tion of narcotics into Mexico, chiefly from Japan.”#® The Mexicans
soon agreed to formalization, but sought an official request from
; Washington.5® Herbert S. Bursley of the State Department at-
tached a handwritten note to the report on the talks. It read: “I
think it unfortunate that this question was aired.. The situation
regarding our people going to Mexico was OK.”5! The United
[States therefore deemed a formal accord unwise, and Mexico did
| hot insist upon one. Washington’s reluctance did not greatly offend
the Mexicans for the government named Dr. Zaragoza Cuellar
Garcia, new chief of the narcotics service, as correspondent with
the United States for the exchange of narcotic information. His
selection reinforced the informal arrangements first made in the
1930s.52
Throughout the year the United States continued the practice of
sending agents into Mexico to investigate smuggling and other
drug-related activities. Three special agents arrived at the height
of antinarcotic efforts in the fall.53 Discretion was in order. As
George Morlock commented: “I said . . . that I thought Treasury
should be very careful not to overrun Mexico with its agents,”54
By early 1942 rumors of a government scandal subsided and
cooperative efforts were moving ahead. Consul General William P
Blocker at Ciudad Juérez felt optimistic enough to report that “the

ILLEGIB

ment at the continuing poppy cultivation in Sonora and Sinaloa.. | |
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traffic in narcotics as a whole has been sharply reduced.”ss But as -
Blocker knew, intermittent vigilance would never reduce the level
of smuggling for more than a short time. To emphasize the need
for continuing action; a meeting was held in the Customs Agency
Service office in El Paso. Those in attendance included Blocker,
Creighton, ‘a customs agent for the El Paso region, and Antonio
Bermiidez, the mayor of Ciudad Judrez, who was “strongly pro-
American,” as Blocker put it. Plans were discussed for the reduc-
tion of border smuggling. Blocker’s report gave no details, but
stated: “Results of the campaign will be reported to the Depart-
ment when achieved.’56 C

Narcotics problems in the state of Chihuahua were not the only
ones confronting Mexico at the time. From Mazatlin in Sinaloa
came reports of extensive opium growing. Some of the harvested
crop found its way into the United States. In fact, several state
officials were suspected of reaping large rewards from poppy.culti-
vation dnd smuggling, while concurrently implementing the na-
tional antinarcotic_policy. by_destroying_the fields of. their
é_qir_gpgiit@rs. Creighton, who had left his post in Texas to become
the Treasury Department’s special representative in Mexico City,
met with the governor of Sinaloa, Rudolfo Loaiza. The governor
told Creighton that stamping out the opium industry would be
impossible since opium had nearly become the sole means of
support throughout the state. Acreage under cultivation was con-

_ stantly increasing, a fact noted by the Bureau of Narcotics in its

annual report for 1942.57 :

Loaiza did not depict an entirely depressing situation for Creigh-
ton. He offered three suggestions for reducing the opium traffic.
Federal troops, including cavalry, might help supervise poppy
destruction.” Also, health department agents could work more
closely with state and local officials. Finally, improved roads and
lines of communication might help limit additional cultivation. As
a substitute for the revenue derived from poppy production, Loaiza
suggested that the state build up its_ mining industry. Creighton
hoped that agricultural crops would be planted even.though opium.

Poppy cultivation was more lucrative. 58

Some destruction of poppies took place in January, March, and
April, observed by special Treasury Department employee Salva-
dor Peia.5® He disputed Mexico’s contention that one-third to one-
half of the crop had been destroyed, for he believed that numerous
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*" fields had been harvésted before being burned. Also, the destruc- \w%‘ . ' ;
tion occurred only in Sinaloa—not in Durango, Sonora, and Chi- BN Creig
huahua where it was needed as well. (Sonora reportedly served as :i‘: fu.n(-l—ey--‘
an important staging area for the smuggli i .. plum ¢
# <+ - United States.“‘_’)gl ? R lmg 0f~dljl-.gs~.-,l{]€? th?,‘ -over.90,
o - Creighton'shared Pefia’s doubts.®! In a related, intriguing devel- making ;
T opment a proposal emerged; probably from one of Treasury’s men, even su
o+ e io . . i Mexico, adgqgaﬁgg that the United States purchase the Mexican - ET assistanc
Lo Opium crop. Although he felt the proposal might offer-a way to -l amount .
-7~ .. -7 . combat smuggling, Creighton played down the idea in a report to :;*}‘ﬂ £ the next
" ~-. his superiors.®2 Unitéd States opium supplies were sufficient and e Creig
L any purchases might encourage additional, unwanted planting of . . "‘.“:’i'f 5 Fernénd
oy . poppies. - ) L govex:nox
14 - Throughout the year Mexico requested assistance combating ’? Feman(?
.5 : illegal drug traffic. In October Mayor Bermiidez complained about “‘*’" th.ree mi
pt ‘ the inadequacy of prior aid and asked for additional agents. Mor- . I Wlth, Lo:
i lock, joined by other federal officials in the belief that smuggling I8 Closmg.
2. around El Paso was increasing, approved the request.®® Some G suggestic
o results were achieved when in December eight traffickers were a agamst n
e arrested and eight pounds of opium confiscated. 8¢ ki tions of /
E The campaign against border smuggling of opiates and marijuana ' worsene
continued into 1943. At a meeting in Washington with state and . protest &
treasury- department officials Fernindez Manero revealed that Subsec
. Ayi]a Camacho had directed the g\cfvemors of Sonora and Sinaloa to s .Bursle)t, :
. Suppress poppy cultivation in their states. Fernandez imprudently :Z‘*::, Inspectio
>y asitirted that cultivation_had therefore ceased.®s Within a month brd send an
il the State Department notified Josephus Daniels’s replacement g success. |
-2 ' George S. Messersmith, that conditions near Mazatlén were wors: ——si ::‘ - trip, Bur:
i ening. “The illicit traffic in narcotic drugs between Mexico and the ,} on Fernd
s United States has increased considerably since 1940, a cable read ":;3; States emr
. “and unless checked will probably become as large as former];, ‘!i{i*’“ some pop
existing between the Far East and the United States.” g been.dor:
Treasury Department estimations that Mexico’s opium produc- e popptes.
: tion for 1943 would reach sixty tons, or three times greater than reported
.. 1942, underlined the urgency of the message. The cable empha- To qﬂi(
sized the need to suppress production. Messersmith was instructed .. _ harcotics
was to find out if Mexico desired additional assistance. The cable <" 5, andr
also contained the prospect of unpopular, unilateral action: if exces- .- for 1943 r«
sive production continued, border guards would have to search all record wo
. incoming vehicles and travelers from Mexico.88.._._... .. .. .__. ?:a;;: mlfc
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Crexghton went to- Washington to discuss the. situation - with -
Bulkley and Morlock. He told them. that. Chinese nationals began
opium production around 1925, but that Mexicans now controlled
over 90 percent of the operations. In his opinion, Loaiza was not
makmga genuine effort in Sinaloa to restrict productlon Crelghton
assistaice” were ending up in the pockets of smugglers. (The
amountof aid had risen from 20,000 pesos in 1942 to 250,000 pesos
the next year.) "

"Creighton™ also had unsubstantlated ewdence that denied-
Fernindez Manero’s antinarcotic commitment. While serving as
governor of the gulf coast state of Chiapas in southeastern Mexico,
Ferndndez Manero amassed a personal fortune of between two and,
thiree million pesos. At that time he maintained a close relatlonshlp
with Loaiza. The' coincidence seemed important to Creighton.
Closing the discussion, he regretted that he had no remedial
suggestions. He doubted the likelihood of enhanced collaboration
against narcotics with Mexico despite his belief in the good inten-
tions of Avila Camacho. Morlock could only add that if conditions
worsened, as was probable, the United States would issue a formal
protest to the Mexican government. 7

Subsequent reports from Mexico were not encouraging. Herbert
Bursley, now embassy counselor, alerted Washington that another
inspection trip would be made to the northern states. He hoped to
send an observer even though he doubted the trip would be a
success. Questioning the sincerity of the commitment behind the
trip, Bursely suggested that it was being staged to relieve pressure
on Femindez Manero from Mexican newspapers and the United
States embassy. After the trip Messersmith_concluded that.“while.; -
some poppy f fields have | been destroyed, nothing of importance has,
been F ne, however to prevent cultivation or to destroy growing-
poppies.” 8 Not surprisingly, the fall plantings in Sinaloa were
reported to be the largest yet.®®

To officials in the United States, relations with Mexico over
narcotics seemed destined to follow a pattern of conference, prom-

ises, and nonperformance, as the Bureau of Narcotics annual report | .

for 1943 reveals. Had José Siurob remained in office after 1940 that .
record would probably not have differed. The pattern recurred in
March 1944 when the Mexican government requested a meeting

in Mexico with top-level officials from Washington.” After this
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- particular gatli?ri.flg Messersmith expressed the frustration his col:  © ~ * * abortive &

le‘agues and predecessors had long felt. He believed_that at_the_ . - another tri

3 highest level the administration wished. to_cooperate_with_the . - .. Peru, actu;
lTx'ﬁt’éHTtateg_ and genuinely committed_jtself _t_o__halting_poppy- T the flow of

‘E,r,(,)-:_.: ﬁ,;-, near the northern .border. As before; ‘drug_agents . Were, i+ - success. Fe
welcome on trips into poppy counitry. T i ity to affec

‘ Sidney Kennedy, Creighton’s replacement upon the latter’s re- . country.
tirement, was also present at the meeting of narcotics officials. He ~.-

B __ thought that the United States should employ diplomatic protests S ~ Hemispl-
to produce gompliance by Mexico in antidrug activity. Yet diplo- - . inter-Amer |
macy, as Kennedy discovered, could not overcome the problems .- | national ef]
which made effective control difficult. Dr. Gustavo Baz, minister S traveled to
of public health, elaborated. In the first place the government’s to adopt mc¢
an.tlnarcotic program was poorly funded. Agents did not have suf- - - that printin
ficient funds to meet their own expenses, let alone to pay inform- e reporting p
er§—a necessary practice. As a result agents were susceptible.to, . that encour
bribes from drug merchants. Second, for several years the go'vér.x;-‘ T trols to thos
ment had only enough manpower to send two agents to supervise o visited twel
crop ’destruction even though the United States share of the pro- e and Mexico
gram’s cost !md risen steadily. Baz suggested that one more agent offer the pr

RN . fmd a small increase in funds from Washington would enable Mex- As we ha
I I ico to destroy 25 percent of the poppy fields. He intimated that the ; tina, the Ar
| 1 program might falter without additional funds. postwar reg
3 The meeting concluded after one of Baz’s subordinates presented vast illegal
‘L i . ‘ a four—fstep plan to halt poppy growth. The measures included an o large quant
SRS A fil_“fgtl_ogal _campaign advocating the cultivation of agﬁgulfﬁ;al From 19401
| S_F_Opj.zt_ﬂle withholding of public irrigation waters from lands with,| primarily fr
-...-. Dboppies, | .t!‘f forcible removal of opium growers from public lands, /- -2 | . principal su;.
and the prosecution of selected growers as a warning to others, 71| . United State
The major drawback in the program as usual would be the difficulty | .- of cocaine tr
of implementation. - with the wa
An early test of Mexico’s resolve to fulfill its antinarcotic pledges - /ton’s concer
B came in June. At the urging of Salvador Peiia, a crop destruction / nally, most «
e gxpedi.tion with twenty-three soldiers traveled to Durango. An . - -early 1940s
o ' 3."1?@.1;-‘9‘3}.’]9 delay of one day alerted the growers_to.the.coming = The war }
K raids. Upon arriving at the poppy, fields, Mexican officials.and the. ] ' When older,
e - soldiers discovered local villages deserted and some of the fields . | scrutiny tha
R bpmed._ The soldiers made a superficial effort to destroy more ... - - Organizatior
- Belds; several soldiers assisted with the burning while the other . ceived a favc
: twenty guarded against a surprise ambush. At the conclusion of the | tion been I
B .V‘T.; e s . '..u‘, -

i B ey A — ———
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istration his col- < : abortive expedition, .the coordinator from Durango declared that ., B 2R
eved that at the ~ |- another trip would not be made.” (See Appendix.) If Mexico, like ) 'R
perate ‘with the <= = Peru, actually desired to join with the United States in controlling i E
o halting 'poppy"‘/” o the flow of illicit narcotics in the Americas, its efforts met with little - 1 -*J
rug agents were " .| .. success, Federal administrators simply did not possess the capabil- N

N e ity to affect conditions in the : major drug growing regions of the ! : {
n the litter's re-. = | country. g

otics officials. He 7=~ S o
olomatic protests . | Hemispheric drug control through 1945 became essentially an
tivity. Yet diplo—— T inter-American matter which reflected how the war halted inter- "

A national efforts. Just before the war a League of Nations mission
vo Baz, minister traveled to Latin America hoping to influence governments there
he government’s . to adopt more comprehensive control programs. The League found
did not have suf- : : that printing its documents in Spanish increased compliance with
reporting procedures on the domestic drug situation. It was hoped
that encouragement from Geneva might bring more efficient con-
trols to those states plagued by serious drug problems. The mission
visited twelve states including Argentina, Uruguay, Peru, Bolivia,
share of the pro- and Mexico. Results of the trip gratified the League and seemed to
t one more agent offer the prospect of an intensive antidrug effort.”3
suld enable Mex- : As we have seen, the wartime history of drug control in Argen-
ntimated that the . - tina, the Andean region, and Mexico thwarted this expectation. A
postwar report on the extent of wartime drug traffic chronicled a
vast illegal trade. Both the United States and Canada had seized
ures included an large quantities of contraband raw opium originating in Mexico.
n of agricultural From 1940 to mid-1946, a total of 428 kilograms of prepared opium,
s from lands with ' primarily from Mexico, was seized. That country, too, served as a
-om public lands, ' principal supplier of morphine and adulterated heroin reaching the
ning to others. 7 e United States. On the other hand, the report minimized the extent ————- -
dbe the difficulty - - " of cocaine traffic. The stated reason was the preoccupation of Japan

- with the war, but that assertion should be tempered by Washing-

tinarcotic pledges P ton’s concern with illicit cocaine emanating from the Andes. Fi- )
crop destruction | nally, most of the marijuana confiscated in the hemisphere in the /
to Durango. An early 1940s came from Mexico.?4
rs to the coming - The war had several notable effects upon the illicit-drug trade=»

ne the problems =~

1e to pay inform-
re susceptible to
years the govern-
ents to supervise

linates presented

1 officials and the --. - When older, “established chianmels for smugglmg came under closer )

ome of the fields - —~- - 3 ggrutmy than.before, new ones opened. The Intematlonal Labor. . .. _.
to destroy more - Organization appealed for assistance by seamen’s unions and re-

; while the other | oelved afavorable response. Had this and other methods of detec-

" conclusion of the tion been’ largely eﬂechve, the flow of drugs would not have

R ,Hi
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stopped. From Mexico, couriers often crossed the Rio Grande by
. wading or swimming and pushing their precious cargoes on rafts,
. Traditional European and Asian transfer points closed during the

war. The risky, bustling romanticism associated with Marseilles and --

Hong Kong disappeared as drugs entered the United States after

South America.

N - Tee e ‘ - g
As for the quality of drugs,” the war evidently caused much .. £

adulteration of the opiates. The level of purity often did not reach

5 percent. Supply from the Americas, falling short of prewar inter- *‘T“"‘—"

“national levels, drove prices higher. On the other hand, the war
set off an increase in the Smuggling of a cheaper substance, mari-
juana. By 1942 organized gangs were reportedly distributing it in

‘the United States. The risks were great; the number of seizures
rose appreciably for the next few years.” Anslinger and his col-
leagues tried to bring this situation under control by appealing,
where possible, to Latin American governments to improve their
own control programs. There was little the United States could do
legislatively. One law which was, passed,,an opium poppy._control
measure, prohibited_domestic_poppy,.cultivation except.under,a
mm&ionjor_medicgllag_décienﬁﬁe_,pur-;
f)Fses. The govemment‘issuewchp‘.such,]ioense,géﬂiggggtghgﬂ\ga;l‘f

A sense emerged in Washington that the global conflict had done
much to reduce the number of addicts in the United States. The
Bureau of Narcotics saw this as a continuation of a prewar trend
initiated by its tough policies and vigilance in enforcement. A
United Nations report echoed this sentiment.”? This feeling of
success renewed the unresolvable controversy about the number

of addicts. Apparently, the figure fell somewhere between 20,000, - —

which would have been slightly more than one addict per 10,000
people, the bureau’s estimated ratio, and 48,000, the number given
+ by the Public Health Service in 1948. Anslinger termed the lower
figure “an irreducible minimum.””® The evidently low level of
‘addiction prompted Congress in 1948 to consider closing the fed-
eral narcotic farms, but Anslinger succeeded in keeping them
open.” As always the precise extent of addiction was not possible

_._ to calculate; methods remained unreliable and self-serving. It is

clear, however, that the level fell during the war, barely increased .
for the next two years, and then began a steady rise.8® - - -

When this increase was beginning, the bureau seemed to be
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searching for a scapegoat to blame. “There has always been a
climate of public opinion which has favored the spread of narcotic
"~ addition,” ‘Anslinger declared.®! He especially feared that undue-— " —-
pubhcnty mlght tempt people mto narcotic use;

o Crande by
J0€s on rafts.

Iarsexlles and
i States’ after .'"".
i Centra.l and

* ‘It has been our observatlon that direct propaganda on drugs,
particularly to the youth, is likely to be dangerous, because it
~ “advertises” the use of drugs for nonmedical purposes and
chd not reach“”‘“.‘:‘:‘_“"“f — -—--- stimulates curiosity on the part of persons‘who would not ———-— - - |
prewar inter- e ' .‘Otherwxse have become interested. - .ot
and, the war
stance, mari-
ributing it in
r of seizures
and his col-

"Abuse among youngsters resu]ted not from © 1gnorance of conse-
quences but because they had learned too much about the effects
of drugs.”®2 As one of the guardians of public morality, the bureau
liked to have it both ways: in the 1920s an educational campaign
, played a significant role in the passage of the Marihuana Tax Act; a
y appealing, . decade later public awareness impeded realization of the bureau’s -
mprove their -7y goals.

ates could do Anslinger’s tenacxty in the fight against drugs was unrivaled. The
oppy control New York Herald Tribune reported in 1948 that he carried at all
sept under a. times a leather-bound book containing the names of thousands of
cientific pur- persons possibly involved in the illegal drug trade.83 In a book he

s

g the war.”® coauthored, The Traffic in Narcotics, Anslinger disparaged many |
lict had done ~ of the articles on narcotics appearing in the press. He found the |
1 States. The e reporting inaccurate and misleading, and he denounced the use of }
orewar trend i sensationalism for the sake of sales. As always, nonbureau infor- |
orcement. A - mation was regarded with skepticism, no matter how sophisticated

iis feeling of

: the research. The acrimonious controversy over the 1944 La Guar-
“the number

" dia report offers a prime example.84 =~ -

veen 20,000, The commissioner claimed that the report contributed to the
2t per 10,000 atmosphere favoring drug experimentation. “The Bureau immedi-
wmber given ately detected the superficiality and hollowness of its findings and

ied the lower
low level of
sing the fed-
eeping them
; not possible __
serving. It is

denounced it.” In the eyes of the bureau the damage had been
done. Potential users believed marijuana to be harmless.®5 This
error, Anslinger would argue in 1951, started many young people
on the road to heroin. “They started there,” he said, “and gradu- . . . .
ated to heroin; they took the needle when the thrill of marihuana
was gone.”®8 This position effectively reversed the bureau’s stand

7

ely increased -:’; N': during the hearings on marijuana control fourteen years earlier. 87,
80 s The war and immediate postwar years saw a continuation of the ‘
zemed to be . -‘._.t.-—§"c‘:~ . scientific debate on the effects of marijuana. At the very least; the - -—— ——-=-
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Appehd iX:

Opium Poppy Destruction
. in Mexico, 1944

No. 942

AMERICAN CONSULATE

Durango, Durango, Mexico, June 27, 1944

AIR MAIL

STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL

— Subject: Opium Poppy Fields in State of Durango Destroyed.
' The Honorable

The Secretary of State,

Washington.

———— » Sir:

I have the honor to transmit herewith copies, with translation,
of a report of the destruction, under the supervision of the Servi-
cios Sanitarios Coordinados (Public Health Service) of Durango,
accompanied by kodak photographs, of the poppy fields and the
work of destruction being carried on by the Federal troops and the
men employed to assist in the work.

The poppy plantings mentioned in the enclosed reports are
located at the villages of METATES, QUEBRADA HONDA, and
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APPENDIX "

F RESNO which Places are three days by horseback almost due

- west from Tepehuanes, the end of the railway line extending from *-

Durango to Tepehuanes. These places are situated to the right of a
line drawn from Topia to Copalquin, Durango, and about half way

< between those places. These villages are located in the heart of the

‘Sierra Madre mountains and are very difficult to reach. In fact the -

only manner of reaching these villages is by horse or mule back.

The people in that section of this state are quite uneducated and,

=%

uﬁﬁltﬁ‘r’ed_‘gﬁ'@.’_ whose [sic] standard of living is very low. It willbe -+ .
"notéd from the reports transmitted herewith that the poppy plant-_

L prm—

ings were on small parcels of land. This is due to the fact that the
amount of tillable land in that secluded part of the state is in small
tracts located in small valleys between mountains, The pictures
accompanying this report will give a better idea of the terrain.in
that section of the state. '

The expedition ‘covered by the enclosed report was made as a
result of representations made to the local Servicios Sanitarios
Coordinados by Mr. Salvador C. PENA, Treasury Representative
assigned to the American Embassy, Mexico, D.F. The originals of
the documents enclosed herewith were delivered to this Consulate
by Dr. Casimiro VALLADARES PINEDA, Chief of the Servicios
Sanitarios Coordinados, Durango, and this office transmitted them
to the Treasury Representative mentioned through the Embassy.

It will be noted from the report submitted by Inspectors Juan
Francisco CURIEL and Miguel Onesimo CALDERON that the
10th Military Zone, with headquarters in the city of Durango
ordered Lieutenant Colonel of Cavalry Romulo Soto BURCIAGA,
stationed at Tepehuanes, to accompany the inspectors designated

by Servicios Sanitarios Coordinados, Juan Francisco Curiel and his

assistant, Miguel Onesimo Calderon, to the region where it was
reported there were plantings of poppy for the purpose of destroy-
ing them. Lieutenant Colonel Burciaga took a squad of 23 soldiers
with him. It will be noted further from the report that there was.a
delay of one da)i in the expedition getting started from Tepehuanes.
Whether the pretext offered for the delay was legitimate or not it,
is notknown, but it is stated in the report that the people of these
villages had been notified two days previous to their arrival that

government employees were on their way. Although it cannot be

verified, it is not improbable_that the poppy growers were in- .
formed from Durango of the pending arrival of forces to destroy
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then' ﬁelds prior to the tlme the mspector and hlS a551stant de-

et mietiea® e oy

‘parted from' this city. *~- 717 .

~Itwill'also be noted that the report of the inspector mentions a

lack of cooperation on the part of the people along the trail to their

destination, and upon their arrival at the villages mentioned they |

. were almost depopulated. Although statements were taken from

several persons, including principally women, but one individual,
Ramon GAMIZ, was arrested and brought into Durango.
The enclosed photographs will show that but one or two soldiers

-assisted in the destruction of the poppy fields. Doctor Casimiro -

Valladares Pineda explained that the reason so few troops assisted
in the destruction of these plantings was because the balance.of-the
squad was guarding those who were working in order to prevent
the natives from ambushing them. Doctor Valladares stated further
that the reason that some of the women whose lands were planted
to poppy were not arrested and brought into Durango was because
Lieutenant Colonel Burciaga was afraid that if he arrested-these
women the natives would ambush the troops along the trail. Doctor
Valladares further stated that his inspector and assistant informed
him that_they.would not. make another trip to ‘that section. They
are afraid that some of those whose poppy fields were destroyed
may come into Durango and assassinate them. _The Doctor further
stated that if he is ordered to send inspectors to that section again
to destroy poppy plantations, he will ask the Federal Government
to send inspectors from Mexico City for that special purpose, so,
that his local inspectors will not be subject to the possibilities ¢ of
being murdered in the city of Durango.
The EXCELSIOR, one of the principal Mexico City dailies,

_ published an article a short time ago to the effect that Governor .

Rodolfo LOAIZA, of the State of Sinaloa, which [sic] occurred in
Mazatlan, Sinaloa, Mexico, during the Carnival last Feburary was
assassinated by individuals belonging to a ring handling opium
grown in the State of Sinaloa in the vicinity of Badiraguato who
claim that Governor Loaiza double crossed them. That notice
published in the paper has created even a greater fear in the minds
of the local inspectors of the Servicios Sanitarios Coordinados.
The area visited by the inspectors making the enclosed report to

the Chief of Servicios Sanitarios Coordinados is but a few miles in,

extent, and since the terrain of the entire western part of this State
is practically the same as that in which opium poppy was being
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grown, and as consxderable p]antmgs of thxs poppy have been

destroyed in the vicinity of Badlraguato, Sinaloa, located to the.'
- west of the’ plantings in this State, and since that section is quité

isolated, it is not improbable that there may be other plantmgs in
that district which have not been reported.

It is difficult to arrive from the report of Doctor.Valladares at the
exact acreage-of poppy planting destroyed by the inspectors, but it : -

appears that thé acreage destroyed, and already harvested prior to
their arrival, amounted to approximately 232 hectares (1 hectare

equals 2.47 acres), or 573.04 acres which is quite a sizeable acreage '

- planted to this drug producing plant..—— . -- . - — -

It will be noted from some of the enclosed reports that a part of
the poppy plantings visited by the inspectors mentioned above had
already been harvested when the inspectors arrived. It has been
learned that opium poppy is planted in the district around Metates
during the month of October. In order to prevent plantings from

maturing it _appears_necessary that authorities visit that section
three times a year; one time in December after the plants planted
then have had d time to come up and begin growing; another time i in
February 50 as to destroy a second planting;_and_another time’
aunng the latter part of April in order to destroy any fields which
“may have been missed on the two previous. trips.

This Consulate has been informed through the correspondent
which first reported the existence of opium poppy to the Federal
Health Department, Mexico City, whose name is mentioned in
Doctor Valladares’ report, that a Major Gorgonio ACUNA, as-
signed to the 9th Military Zone with headquarters at Culiacan,
Sinaloa, and who is a native of Metates, is the go-between for the
growers and the purchasers for the opium which finds an outlet on
the west coast.. It was further reported that Major Acuna is associ-
ated with an American, name not known, who purchases for 1,000
pesos per kilogram (1 kilogram equals 2.2046 pounds) all the opium
which finds an outlet to the west coast, and that this American
smuggles the opium into Los Angeles. As stated above, the name
of this American is not known, but it is reported that Major Gor-
gonio Acuna acts as his go- between with the producers, so he can
disclose the name of this party, if he can be made to talk. It i is also

_ reported that this American visits Mazatlan quite frequently. It is .

further reported that he advances money to the producers of opium.
in Smaloa and Durango with which to clear additional lands for

— —
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E. W. Eaton
American Vic
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plantmg to poppy It appears that a part of the opium produced in
the district mentioned finds its way to the United States through

- Guanacevi, Durango; Parral, Chihuahua; and El Paso, Texas.

It is believed that the enclosed copies of reports submitted by
the inspector of Servicios Sanitarios Coordinados present conclu-
sive evidence that opium poppy has been cultivated on a somewhat
extensive scale in the immediate district visited, but that but little
real effort was made to break up the ring of producers. Due to the
fact that it was late in the season when these officials visited that
district, a part of the crop had already been harvested. The fact

that the growers were tipped off two days before the arrival of

these authorities indicates that they have lookouts in Tepehuanes,
and quite possibly in the city of Durango in the same office to
which these inspectors pertain.

As a precaution for greater safety, this report is being forwarded
to the American Embassy, Mexico, D.F. for transmission by that
office to the Department by courier.

Respectfully yours,

E. W. Eaton
American Vice Consul
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